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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Jim Stobaugh and Christopher Meyer

INTRODUCTION

Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two, LLC (SES Solar Two, LLC or applicant) is seeking
approval to construct and operate the Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two Project and its
ancillary facilities (SES Solar Two Project). The applicant is a private party that is a
wholly owned subsidiary of Tessera Solar. The main objective of the SES Solar Two
Project is to provide clean, renewable, solar-powered electricity to the State of
California. The electricity from the SES Solar Two Project will assist the State in
meeting its objectives as mandated by the California Renewable Portfolio Standard
(RPS) Program and the California Global Warming Solutions Act. The SES Solar Two
Project will also address other local mandates adopted by California’s electric utilities for
the provision of renewable energy.

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) selected the SES Solar Two Project to help meet its
objectives under the legislative requirements of the RPS Program through a least-cost,
best-fit competitive solicitation. Because the SES Solar Two Project is one of the three
projects that SDG&E selected from the solicitation, the applicant and SDG&E entered
into a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) for the provision of renewable
electricity. This PPA will help SDG&E meet both its statutory mandate to purchase at
least 20%of its electric power from renewable resources by 2010 and its future
electricity requirements. The California Public Utilities Commission approved the PPA
on December 1, 2005. The SES Solar Two Project represents approximately 44% of
SDG&E’s RPS goals.

The applicant has submitted an Application for Certification (AFC) to the California
Energy Commission (Energy Commission) for the proposed project. The Energy
Commission is the lead State agency responsible for evaluating the environmental
effects of project and for complying with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) for project related discretionary actions by the Energy Commission. The project
proposes the use of land managed by the United States Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), therefore the applicant has submitted a request for
a right-of-way grant to the BLM. The BLM is the federal lead agency for the evaluation
of project effects and compliance of the proposed project with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) related to possible BLM discretionary actions
related to the right-of-way grant request.

PROPOSED PROJECT

Project Location and Description

The applicant intends to develop an electric-generating facility with a nominal capacity
of 750 megawatts (MW) using concentrated solar power. The SES Solar Two Project
would be constructed on an approximately 6,500-acre (just over 10 square miles) site in
the Imperial Valley in Imperial County, California. The site is approximately 100 miles
east of San Diego, 14 miles west of El Centro, and 4 miles east of Ocotillo Wells. The
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SES Solar Two site is predominantly comprised of BLM managed lands with some
private parcels within the approximately 6,500 acre site. Key features of the proposed
project are described briefly below and in more detail in the following sections:

The electric-generating facility will include the construction of a new 230-kilovolt (kV)
substation approximately in the center of the project site, an operation and
administration building, a maintenance building, and a substation building.

The SES Solar Two Project will be constructed in two phases: Phase | will consist of up
to 12,000 SunCatchers configured in 200 1.5-MW solar groups of 60 SunCatchers per
group. The total net nominal generating capacity of Phase 1 is 300 MW. Phase | will
require approximately 2,600 acres. The renewable energy from Phase | will be
transmitted via the existing 500-kV SDG&E Southwest Powerlink transmission line. The
SES Solar Two Project will be connected to the grid at the SDG&E Imperial Valley
Substation via a 10.3-mi long, 230-kV interconnection transmission line that will be
constructed as part of the project in a corridor parallel to the existing Southwest
Powerlink transmission line.

Phase Il will expand the SES Solar Two Project to a total of 30,000 SunCatchers
configured in 500-1.5-MW solar groups with a total net generating capacity of both
phases of 750 MW. Phase Il will require approximately 3,500 ac of the project site. The
450-MW Phase Il will consist of approximately 18,000 SunCatchers. The additional 450
MW generated in Phase Il will require new transmission capacity within the grid. This is
anticipated to be provided by the proposed 500-kV Sunrise Powerlink (or equivalent)
transmission line (assumed be a project independent of the SES Solar Two Project).
The construction and operation of Phase Il is contingent on the development of either
the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line or additional transmission capacity in the
SDG&E transmission system.

Solar Power Plant Equipment and Facilities

The SES Solar Two Project will use the proprietary SunCatcher technology. Each
SunCatcher consists of a 25-kilowatt (kW) solar power generating system. The system
is designed to track the sun automatically and to focus solar energy onto a Power
Conversion Unit (PCU), which will generate electricity. The system consists of an
approximately 38-foot diameter solar concentrator dish that supports an array of curved
glass mirror facets. These mirrors will collect and focus solar energy onto the heat
exchanger of the PCU. The PCU will convert the solar thermal energy into electricity via
a Solar Stirling Engine designed to convert solar power to rotary power through a
thermal conversion process. Each SunCatcher will operate independently and will
generate grid-quality electricity. Power generated by groups of 60 SunCatchers will be
collected through a 600-volt (V) underground power collection system. This collection
system will combine the output from the units and connect each 1.5-MW group to a
generator step-up unit (GSU) transformer with an output voltage of 34.5 kilovolt (kV).
The output from the GSUs will be grouped into 3-, 6-, and 9-MW groups, which will be
connected via 34.5-kV underground collection circuits to 48- or 51- MW, 34.5-kV
overhead collection circuits, each of which will be connected directly to the on-site
collection substation. The on-site collection substation will be connected via a 230-kV,
double-circuit overhead interconnection transmission line for delivery of generated
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electricity to the SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation, where the interconnection to the
California Independent System Operator (California ISO)-controlled grid will take place.

The SES Solar Two Project includes construction and operation of an on-site
substation, which will include transformers, circuit breakers, metering, and other
protection required to connect the project to the SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation. The
SES Solar Two Project interconnect transmission system will require construction of
approximately 10.3 mi of double-circuit 230-kV transmission line to transmit the
electricity generated on the project site to the SDG&E transmission facilities.

Related permanent facilities on the project site will include a Main Services Complex,
which will be in a central location on site to provide for efficient access routes for
maintenance vehicles servicing the SunCatcher solar field. The Main Services Complex
will include the following:

Operation and Administration Building. The project administration offices and personnel
facilities will be in this one-story building. This building will also contain meeting and
training rooms, engineering offices, a visitor's room, and support services. The project
maintenance facilities, shop, and warehouse storage will be adjacent to the operation
and administration building.

Maintenance Building. The maintenance building will contain maintenance shops and
offices, PCU rebuild areas, maintenance vehicle servicing bays, chemical storage
rooms, the main electrical room, and warehouse storage for maintenance parts to
service the SunCatchers.

Water Treatment System. The water treatment structure will be northeast of the Main
Services Complex. The water treatment structure will house water treatment equipment
and safe storage areas for water treatment chemicals. A motor control center for the
water treatment equipment and pumps will be located within this structure. Two
wastewater evaporative ponds designed for wastewater containment will be north of the
water treatment structure.

Yard Tanks. The yard tanks will be at-grade steel tank reservoirs and/or polyethylene
tanks. The water treatment system will include a raw water tank with a permanent
booster pump station, a potable water treatment system, ground-set steel or
polyethylene potable water and a fire water storage tank, a booster pump station to
accommodate potable water needs and fire-flow requirements, a disinfection system, a
demineralized water treatment system for mirror washing water, a polyethylene storage
tank for demineralized water storage, chemical storage, reject water and sludge
disposal and evaporation ponds, and various support piping, valves, and miscellaneous
equipment to support the system. All tanks, foundations, and piping connections will be
designed and constructed to the appropriate standards for contents and seismic zone
considerations.

Control Building. The control building will be near the substation. This building will
contain relay and control systems for the substation and the operations control room.

Utilities and Services for Ancillary Facilities and Structures. A diesel powered fire water
pump and a diesel operated standby power generator will be adjacent to the operation
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and administration building. Electric service for the Main Services Complex will be
obtained from Imperial Irrigation District (11D). Electric power will be provided via
overhead service from an 11D overhead distribution line located on the north side of
Evan Hewes Highway. Communications service for the Main Services Complex will be
obtained from L3 Communications Holdings, Inc. Communications service will be
provided via an overhead service from existing underground communications lines
located on the north side of the railroad located south of Evan Hewes Highway

Construction Logistics Area

The applicant proposes using a temporary construction logistics area for staging
contractor equipment and trailers, assembly yards, storage of materials, equipment
laydown and wash area, construction personnel parking, and assembly areas for
SunCatchers. The temporary facilities and structures in that construction logistics area
will be:

Assembly Buildings. SunCatcher assembly will be performed in three temporary
assembly buildings in the construction logistics area. These buildings will be removed
after all the SunCatchers are assembled and installed. The three assembly buildings will
be beside the Main Services Complex.

Transport trailer storage. Storage for trailers will be provided south of the assembly
buildings in a storage facility that will accommodate 75 to 100 trailers, maintaining a 3 to
5 day inventory of SunCatcher parts during the assembly phase. These trailers will be
removed and salvaged after all the SunCatchers are installed.

Laydown Areas. Two laydown areas will be provided: one on approximately 100 ac east
of Dunaway Road and north of I-8, and the second on approximately 11 ac immediately
south of the Main Services Complex.

Construction of the SES Solar Two Project is expected to begin in early 2010 and will
take approximately 44 months for full project completion. However, renewable power
from the project will come online much earlier than 44 months after the start of the
project. As groups of SunCatchers are constructed and become operational, their
renewable power will immediately be supplied to the grid.

Water Supply and Discharge

The proposed water source for the washing the SunCatcher mirrors is reclaimed water
from the Seeley Waste Water Treatment Facility (SWWTF). Upgrades to the existing
treatment plant so its effluent meets Title 22 requirements for recycled water are being
funded by the applicant. SES Solar Two, LLC will have access to at least approximately
150,000 gallons (gal) and up to 200,000 gal of reclaimed water per day for use in all
construction and operation activities. To access the reclaimed water, approximately
11.8 miles of water pipeline would be constructed as part of the SES Solar Two Project,
extending from the SWWTF to the project’s proposed water treatment plant, via the
Evan Hewes Highway right of way (ROW).

Potable water will be delivered to the site by truck and stored in a 5,000 gal tank in the
water treatment area. This tank will be able to provide a two to three day supply of
potable water for the operating facility.
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Fire Protection

The Main Services Complex will include an approximately 175,000-gal tank for water for
mirror washing and fire suppression and control. Portable fire extinguishers will be
located at strategic locations throughout the site. The fixed fire protection system will
provide a wet, water-based sprinkler fire suppression system for the buildings.
Employees will be given fire safety training, including instruction in fire prevention, the
use of portable fire extinguishers and hose stations, and the reporting of fires to the
local fire department.

Access Roads and Maintenance Paths

Approximately 27 miles of paved arterial roads, 14 miles of unpaved perimeter roads,
and approximately 234 miles of unpaved access routes would be constructed on the
SES Solar Two Project site. Site access during the construction phase would be
provided from Dunaway Road, which has an existing interchange from I-8 at the
southeastern corner of the site.

Site Security and Fencing (During Construction and Operations)

The 6,500 acre project site would be fenced, excluding the private parcels of land
designated as not a part of the project. Access to the federal land managed by the BLM
would be authorized under a ROW grant. Operations site security would consist of
controlled access gates, perimeter security fencing, twenty-four hour site security
monitoring via closed-circuit television and intercom, and regular vehicular patrols.
Construction security would consist of fencing installed around the perimeter of the
project site at the start of construction, and gated entrances and exits.

Stormwater Management Approach

A stormwater drainage system designed to match existing drainage patterns and
meeting all local regulations would collect and direct all rainwater on he project site,
managing the flow through the use of existing dry washes, swales, ditches, culverts,
and site grading to the pre-development site discharge locations. Erosion and
sedimentation controls would be implemented during construction to retain sediment on
site and to prevent violations of water quality standards. These actions would be taken
in accordance with project specific Best Management Practices (BMPs). A Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared to conform to State Water
Resource Control Board Order Number 99-08-DWQ, General Permit Number
CASO000002. Site drainage during construction would follow pre-development flow
patterns, with ultimate discharge to Dunaway Road at the northeastern property
boundary. Low-flow culverts consisting of a small diameter storm drain with a perforated
stem pipe would be installed for sediment control and to provide for storm peak
attenuation.

Facility Operation and Maintenance

The SES Solar Two Project would be an “as-available” resource. Therefore, the project
would operate anywhere between a minimum of approximately 18 MW net when the
first units are interconnected to the grid during the construction period to 750 MW on
completion of construction. The capability for independent operation of all 30,000 units
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would give maximum flexibility in operations. The SES Solar Two Project is expected to
have an annual availability of 99%.

The SES Solar Two Project would operate approximately 3,500 hours annually. The
number of available operating hours would depend on the availability of the sun’s
energy at greater than 250 watts per square meter. SunCatchers would be unable to
generate electricity when the sun’s energy is below 250 watts per square meter in the
early morning or late evening hours and when cloud cover limits the sun’s energy for
power generation. Also, SunCatchers would be unable to generate electricity during
daylight hours when the wind speed exceeds 35 miles per hour (mph), as SunCatchers
would be stowed in a safe de-track position at and above this wind speed to prevent
damage. It is expected that the SES Solar Two Project would be operated with a staff of
approximately 164 full-time employees. The project would operate 7 days per week,
generating electricity during daylight hours when solar energy is available. Maintenance
activities would occur 7 days a week, 24 hours a day to ensure SunCatcher availability
when solar energy is available. Maintenance activities would include SunCatcher mirror
washing. The daily average water requirement for SunCatcher mirror washing under
regular maintenance routines would be approximately 10.4 gal of raw water per minute.

Waste Management

Wastewater generated at the Main Services Complex would be discharged into a septic
system with sanitary leach fields, and would be designed in accordance with applicable
Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards (LORS), including those of the County,
the RWQCB, and the California Department of Health Services. Disposal of clear liquids
would be conveyed to on-site sanitary leach fields, and sewer sludge would be pumped
and disposed of by trucks to an approved offsite disposal facility.

Solid waste from the SES Solar Two Project water treatment system would be trucked
to an appropriate off-site landfill from evaporation ponds as a non-hazardous, low-
moisture cake. An estimated 60,000 pounds (lbs) per year of salt cake would be trucked
off-site to an appropriate landfill or recycled. The full 60,000 Ibs would be scheduled for
removal at the end of the evaporation process. Approximately 1.5 loads would be
required per year.

Non-hazardous wastes generated during construction and operation includes scrap
wood, concrete, steel/metal, paper, glass, scrap metals and plastic waste. All non-
hazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent possible and non-recyclable wastes
would be collected by a licensed hauler and disposed in a Class Il solid waste disposal
facility. Hazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent possible and disposed in
either a Class | or Il waste facility as appropriate. All operational wastes produced at
SES Solar Two would be properly collected, treated (if necessary), and disposed of at
either a Class | or Il waste facility as appropriate.

Hazardous materials used during facility construction and operations would include
paints, epoxies, grease, transformer oil, and caustic electrolytes (battery fluid). Several
methods would be used to properly manage and dispose of hazardous materials and
wastes. A Hazardous Materials Management Program (HMMP) would be developed
and implemented during the project construction and operation phases. At a minimum,
the HMMP would include procedures for hazardous materials handling, use and
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storage; emergency response; spill control and prevention; employee training; and
recordkeeping and reporting.

Project Decommissioning

Project closure can be temporary or permanent. Temporary closure is defined as a
shutdown for a period exceeding the time required for normal maintenance, including
closure for overhaul or replacement of the major components, such as major
transformers, switchgear, etc. Causes for temporary closure include inclement weather
and/or natural hazards (e.g., winds in excess of 35 mph, or cloudy conditions limiting
solar insolation values to below the minimum solar insolation required for positive power
generation, etc.), or damage to the project from earthquake, fire, storm, or other natural
acts. Permanent closure is defined as a cessation in operations with no intent to restart
operations owing to project age, damage to the project that is beyond repair, adverse
economic conditions, or other significant reasons.

In the unforeseen event that the SES Solar Two Project is temporarily closed, a
contingency plan for the temporary cessation of operations would be implemented. The
contingency plan would be followed to ensure conformance with applicable LORS and
to protect public health, safety, and the environment. The plan, depending on the
expected duration of the shutdown, may include the draining of chemicals from storage
tanks and other equipment and the safe shutdown of equipment.

The planned life of the SES Solar Two Project is 40 years; however, if the SES Solar
Two Project is still economically viable, it could be operated longer. It is also possible
that the SES Solar Two Project could become economically noncompetitive before 40
years have passed, resulting in early decommissioning. When the SES Solar Two
Project is permanently closed, all the project equipment, facilities, structures and
appurtenant facilities must be removed from the site. Because the conditions that would
affect the decommissioning decision are largely unknown at this time, these conditions
would be presented to the Energy Commission, the BLM, and other applicable agencies
in a detailed decommissioning plan prior to the planned permanent decommissioning.

ALTERNATIVES

In addition to the proposed SES Solar Two Project, three other Build Alternatives on the
same general site and three No Project/No Action Alternatives are also evaluated in
detail in this environmental document. Executive Summary Table -1 summarizes the
acreages and MW production of the build alternatives and Executive Summary Table -2
describes the three No Project/No Action Alternatives. The three build alternatives are a
300 MW alternative, and two alternatives that would reduce effects to waters of the
United States (Drainage Avoidance Alternatives 1 and 2). The No Project/No Action
Alternatives all consider not approving the SES Solar Two Project and either amending
or not amending the California Desert Conservation Plan (CDCA) regarding land use
designations for the site.
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Executive Summary Table 1 - Summary of the Build Alternatives

Number of
Number of Acres Number of

Build Alternative Megawatts (approx.) SunCatchers
SES Solar Two Project 750 6,500 30,000
300 MW Alternative: proposes 300 2,600 12,000
construction and operation of a 300

MW facility using the SunCatcher

technology. On and off site facilities

would be similar to the Solar Two

Project, except supporting 300 MW

of a generation capacity instead of

750 MW.

Drainage Avoidance #1: This 632 4,690 (reduced 25,000
Alternative was developed to reduce from 6,500

impacts to waters of the U.S. on the because it

project site. It would prohibit prohibits

permanent impacts within the 10 installation of

primary drainages on the project site. SunCatchers in

This alternative would have the same 10 primary

site boundary and SunCatcher drainages)

technology as the Solar Two Project.

Drainage Avoidance #2: This 423 3,153 (reduced 16,915
Alternative 2 would remove the from 6,500

easternmost and westernmost parts because it

of the project site from development. prohibits

These areas are where the largest installation of

drainage complexes are located. In SunCatchers in

this alternative, permanent structures eastern and

would be allowed within all drainages western parts of

inside the reduced site boundaries. the site)
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Executive Summary Table 2 - No Project/No Action Alternatives

No Project/No Action
Alternative

SES Solar Two Project?

Amendment to
the CDCA Plan?

No Approval of the SES
Solar Two Project and no
CDCA Plan Amendment

SES Solar Two not
approved: no solar energy
power generation project
would be constructed on
the project site

No CDCA Plan
Amendment: BLM would
continue to manage the
site consistent with the
existing land use
designation in the CDCA
Plan for the site

No Approval of the SES
Solar Two Project and
Amendment of the CDCA
Plan to Allow Solar Energy
Power Generation Projects
on the Project Site

SES Solar Two not
approved: solar energy
power generation projects
could be constructed on
the site (as a result of the
CDCA Plan amendment)

Yes: BLM would amend
Uthe CDCA Plan to allow
for solar energy power
generation projects on
the site

No Approval of the SES
Solar Two Project and
BLM Amends the CDCA
Plan to Not Allow Any
Solar Energy Power
Generation Projects on
the Project Site

SES Solar Two not
approved: no solar energy
power generation projects
could be constructed on
the site (as a result of the
CDCA Plan amendment)

Yes: BLM would amend
the CDCA Plan to not
allow any solar energy
power generation projects
on the project site
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COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Executive Summary Table 3 describes the ability of the SES Solar Two Project, the three build alternatives, and the three No
Project/No Action Alternatives to meet the defined project purpose and objectives.

Executive Summary Table 3 - ALTERNATIVES TABLE
Ability of the Alternatives to Meet the Project Purpose and Objectives and Site Criteria

Project Purpose and
Objectives

SES

Solar

Two
Project

300 MW
Alternative

Drainage
Avoidance
Alternative

#1

Drainage
Avoidance
Alternative

#2

No Approval of

the Solar Two

Project and no
CDCA Plan
Amendment

No Approval of
the SES Solar
Two Project
and
Amendment of
the CDCA Plan
to Allow Solar
Energy Power
Generation
Projects on the
Project Site

No Approval of the Solar Two
Project and BLM Amends the
CDCA Plan to Not Allow Any
Solar Energy Power
Generation Projects on the
Project Site

To provide clean, renewable,
solar-powered electricity and
to assist San Diego Gas &
Electric (SDG&E) in meeting
its obligations under California’s
Renewable Portfolio Standard
Program (RPS)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

To assist SDG&E in reducing
its greenhouse gas emissions
as required by the California

Global Warming Solutions Act

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

Provide up to 750 MW of
renewable electric capacity
under a 20-year PPA to
SDG&E

Yes

No

No

No

No

Potentially

No

Contribute to the 20%
renewables RPS target set
by California’s governor and
legislature

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

Assist in reducing greenhouse
gas emissions from the
electricity sector

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Project Purpose and
Objectives

SES
Solar
Two
Project

300 MW
Alternative

Drainage
Avoidance
Alternative

#1

Drainage
Avoidance
Alternative

#2

No Approval of

the Solar Two

Project and no
CDCA Plan
Amendment

No Approval of
the SES Solar
Two Project
and
Amendment of
the CDCA Plan
to Allow Solar
Energy Power
Generation
Projects on the
Project Site

No Approval of the Solar Two
Project and BLM Amends the
CDCA Plan to Not Allow An
Solar Energy Power
Generation Projects on the
Project Site

Contribute to California’s
future electric power needs

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

Assist the California
Independent System
Operator (CAISO) in meeting
its strategic goals for the
integration of renewable
resources, as listed in its
Five-Year Strategic Plan for
2008-2012 (CAISO 2007)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No

To construct and operate a
750 MW renewable power
generating facility in California
capable of selling competitively
priced renewable energy
consistent with the needs of
California utilities

Yes

No

No

No

No

Potentially

No

To locate the facility in areas
of high solarity with ground
slope of less than 5%

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Potentially

No
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PUBLIC AND AGENCY COORDINATION

The Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s NEPA process
provide opportunities for the public and other agencies to participate and consult in the
scoping of the environmental analysis, and in the evaluation of the technical analyses
and conclusions of that analysis. The following subsections describe the status of these
outreach efforts for the proposed SES Solar Two Project. These activities are also
described in the Final Scoping Report (LSA Associates, Inc., September 2009).

AGENCY COORDINATION

The Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional,
or local agencies and by federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law (Public
Resources Code, Section 25500). However, both the Energy Commission and BLM
typically seek comments from and work closely with other regulatory agencies that
administer LORS that may be applicable to a proposed project. The following
paragraphs describe the agency coordination that has occurred through this joint
SA/EIS process for the proposed SES Solar Two Project.

United States Army Corps of Engineers

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction to protect water
guality and wetland resources under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under that
authority, USACE reviews proposed projects to determine whether they may impact
such resources, and/or be subject to the requirements for a Section 404 permit.
Throughout the SA/DEIS process, the Energy Commission, BLM, and the Applicant
have provided information to the USACE to assist them in making a determination
regarding their jurisdiction and need for a Section 404 permit. In addition, the USACE
has requested that it be included as a cooperating agency with the BLM on the NEPA
EIS for the project.

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction to protect
threatened and endangered species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA).
Formal consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is required for any
federal action that may adversely affect a federally-listed species. The site is known to
be occupied by FTHL. The FTHL is currently not listed as threatened or endangered,
but is proposed for listing as threatened.

State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has the authority to protect
surface water and groundwater. Throughout the SA/DEIS process, the Energy
Commission, BLM, and the applicant have invited the RWQCB to participate in public
scoping and workshops, and have provided information to assist the agency in
evaluating the potential impacts and permitting requirements of the proposed project.
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California Department of Fish and Game

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) have the authority to protect
water resources through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under Section 1602
of the Fish and Game Code. The Energy Commission, BLM, and the applicant have
provided information to CDFG to assist in their determination of the impacts to
streambeds, and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. CDFG also has
the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA).

Imperial County

The SES Solar Two Project site occupies approximately 360 acres of private land under
the jurisdiction of Imperial County (County). The Energy Commission and BLM provided
opportunities during scoping for the County to provide input to the environmental
technical studies for the project.

Public Coordination

The Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s NEPA process
provide opportunities for public participation in the scoping of the environmental
analysis, and in the evaluation of the technical analyses and conclusions of that
analysis. For the Energy Commission, this outreach program is primarily facilitated by
the Public Adviser’s Office (PAO). As part of the coordination of the environmental
review process required under the Energy Commission /BLM California Desert District
MOU, the agencies have jointly held public meetings and workshops which accomplish
the public coordination objectives of both agencies.

The PAQO’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
its own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors"” (including schools, community, cultural and
health facilities and daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and
ethnic organizations). Those agencies and individuals that provided comments
concerning the project have been considered in staff's analysis. This SA/DEIS provides
agencies and the public with an opportunity to review the Energy Commission staff’s
analysis of the proposed project. Comments received on this SA/DEIS would be taken
into consideration in preparing the subsequent project documents, including the
Supplemental SA/Final EIS (SSA/FEIS).

The AFC, this SA/DEIS, and other project documents are located on the Energy
Commission’s website at http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/solartwo/index.html

STAFF'S ASSESSMENT

Each technical area section of this SA/DEIS contains a discussion of the project setting,
impacts, and where appropriate, mitigation measures and conditions of certification. The
SA/DEIS includes the staff's assessment of:

e the environmental setting of the proposal;
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e impacts on public health and safety, and measures proposed to mitigate these
impacts;

e environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these impacts;

e the engineering design of the proposed facility, and engineering measures proposed
to ensure the project can be constructed and operated safely and reliably;

e project closure;
e project alternatives;

e compliance of the project with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards (LORS) during construction and operation;

e environmental justice for minority and low income populations, when appropriate;
and

e proposed mitigation measures/conditions of certification.
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SUMMARY OF PROJECT RELATED IMPACTS

Executive Summary Table 4 summarizes the potential short-term, long-term and cumulative adverse impacts of the
proposed SES Solar Two Project, the anticipated mitigation and conditions of certification, and the level of significance of
the impacts after mitigation, under CEQA.

Executive Summary Table 4

Summary of Potential Short-Term, Long-Term, and Cumulative Adverse Impacts

Complies
with Cumulative Mitigation and CEQA Level of
Environmental | Applicable Short and Long Term Adverse Conditions of Significance
Parameter LORS Adverse Impacts Impacts Certification After Mitigation

Air Quality Yes No significant short term No cumulative AQ-1 through Less than

or long term adverse adverse impacts | AQ-31 and significant

impacts with mitigation/ AQ-SC1 through

Conditions of Certification AQ-SC7

incorporated
Biological Yes No significant short term No cumulative BIO-1 through -17 | Unknown
Resources or long term adverse adverse impacts

impacts with mitigation/

Conditions of Certification

incorporated
Cultural Yes To Be Provided No cumulative CUL-1 Less than
Resources adverse impacts significant
Facility Design | Yes No significant short term Not applicable General Less than

or long term adverse Conditions significant

impacts with mitigation/

Conditions of Certification

incorporated
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Complies

with Cumulative Mitigation and CEQA Level of
Environmental | Applicable Short and Long Term Adverse Conditions of Significance
Parameter LORS Adverse Impacts Impacts Certification After Mitigation
Geology, Yes No significant short term No cumulative PAL-1 through -7. | Less than
Paleontology, or long term adverse adverse impacts | and GEN-1, significant
and Minerals impacts with mitigation/ GEN-5, and
Conditions of Certification CIVIL-1
incorporated
Hazardous Yes No significant short term No cumulative HAZ-1 through -6 | Less than
Materials or long term adverse adverse impacts significant
Impacts with mitigation/
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
Hydrology, Yes No significant short term No cumulative SOIL&WATER -1 | Less than
Soils and Water or long term adverse adverse impacts | through -9 significant
Resources impacts with mitigation/
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
Land Use and No Significant short term and | Could result in LAND-1 and -2 Less than
Recreation long term adverse cumulative significant
impacts reduced with adverse impacts
mitigation/ Conditions of
Certification incorporated
Noise Yes No significant short term No cumulative NOISE-1 Less than
or long term adverse adverse impacts | through -6 significant
impacts with mitigation/
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
Public Health Yes No significant short term No cumulative None required Less than
and Safety or long term adverse adverse impacts significant

Impacts with mitigation/
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
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Complies

with Cumulative Mitigation and CEQA Level of
Environmental | Applicable Short and Long Term Adverse Conditions of Significance
Parameter LORS Adverse Impacts Impacts Certification After Mitigation

Power Plant Not Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable
Efficiency Applicable
Power Plant Not Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable
Reliability Applicable
Socioeconomics | Yes No significant short term No cumulative None required Less than
and or long term adverse adverse impacts significant
Environmental impacts with mitigation/
Justice Conditions of Certification

incorporated
Traffic and Yes No significant short term No cumulative TRANS-1 Less than
Transportation or long term adverse adverse impacts | through -4 significant

Impacts with mitigation/

Conditions of Certification

incorporated
Transmission Yes No significant short term No cumulative Less than
Line Safety/ or long term adverse adverse impacts significant
Nuisance impacts with mitigation/

Conditions of Certification

incorporated
Transmission Yes No significant short term No cumulative Less than
System or long term adverse adverse impacts significant
Engineering Impacts with mitigation/

Conditions of Certification

incorporated
Visual No Would result in significant | Could result in VIS-1 through -7 | Significant and
Resources short term (construction) | cumulative unavoidable

and long term (operation)
adverse impacts.

adverse impacts
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Complies
with Cumulative Mitigation and CEQA Level of
Environmental | Applicable Short and Long Term Adverse Conditions of Significance
Parameter LORS Adverse Impacts Impacts Certification After Mitigation
Waste Yes No significant short term No cumulative WASTE-1 Less than
Management or long term adverse adverse impacts | through -8 significant
impacts with mitigation/
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
Worker Safety | Yes No significant short term No cumulative WORKER Less than
and Fire or long term adverse adverse impacts | SAFETY -1 significant
Protection Impacts with mitigation/ through -6
Conditions of Certification
incorporated
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Air Quality

BLM and Energy Commission staff find that with the adoption of the mitigation and
conditions of certification, the proposed SES Solar Two Project would comply with all
applicable LORS, and would not result in significant adverse short and long term or
cumulative air quality impacts under CEQA.

With respect to potential impacts on air quality, staff has made the following conclusions
about the SES Solar Two Project:

e The project would not have the potential to exceed point source discharge (PSD)
emission levels during direct source operation and the facility is not considered a
major stationary source. However, without adequate fugitive dust mitigation, the
project would have the potential to exceed the General Conformity PM10
applicability threshold during construction and operation and the NOx applicability
threshold during construction, and could cause potential localized exceedance of the
PM10 NAAQS during construction and operation. Conditions of Certification AQ-
SC1 through AQ-SC5, for construction, and AQ-SC7, for operation, would
adequately mitigate these potentially substantial adverse project air quality impacts.

e The project would comply with applicable Imperial County Air Pollution Control
District Rules and Regulations and staff recommends the inclusion of the District’s
final determination of compliance (FDOC) conditions as Conditions of Certification
AQ-1 through AQ-31.

e The project’s construction activities would likely contribute to significant CEQA
adverse PM10 and ozone impacts. Staff recommends AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC5 to
mitigate those potential impacts.

e The project’s operation would not cause new violations of any NO,, SO, PM2.5 or
CO ambient air quality standards. Therefore, the project-direct operational NOX,
SOx, PM2.5 and CO emission impacts would not be significant under CEQA

e The project’s direct and indirect, or secondary emissions contribution to existing
violations of the ozone and PM10 ambient air quality standards are likely to be
significant under CEQA if unmitigated. Therefore, staff recommends AQ-SC6 to
mitigate the onsite maintenance vehicle emissions and AQ-SC7 to mitigate the
operating fugitive dust emissions to ensure that the potential ozone and PM10
impacts are mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA over the life of the
project.

e The project would be consistent with the requirements of SB 1368 and the Emission
Performance Standard for greenhouse gases.

e The project would be in compliance with air quality LORS.

Alternatives. The CEQA level of significance for the 300 MW Alternative would be the
same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, where if left
unmitigated there is the potential for significant NOx and PM emission impacts under
CEQA during the alternative project’s construction and operation. The mitigation that
would be proposed for the 300 MW Alternative would be the same as that proposed for
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the proposed Solar Two Project (Staff Recommended Conditions AQ-SC1 TO AQ-
SC8).

The CEQA level of significance for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the
same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, where if left
unmitigated there is the potential for significant NOx and PM emission impacts during
the Alternative project’s construction and operation. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the same as that
proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC8).

The CEQA level of significance for the Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would be the
same as for the proposed project, with the same significance rationale, where if left
unmitigated there is the potential for CEQA significant NOx and PM emission impacts
during the alternative project’s construction and operation. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would be the same as that
proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions AQ-SC1 to AQ-SC8).

The results of the No Project / No Action Alternative would be the following:

e The impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which
the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent
with BLM’s land use plan, including another renewable energy project.

e The benefits of the proposed project in reducing fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas
emissions from gas-fired generation would not occur. Both State and Federal law
support the increased use of renewable power generation.

Biological Resources

BLM and Energy Commission staff find that with the adoption of the mitigation and
conditions of certification, the proposed SES Solar Two Project would comply with all
applicable LORS, and would not result in significant adverse short and long term or
cumulative impacts to biological resources under CEQA.

Overview of Vegetation/Wildlife Impacts: Much of the SES Solar Two Project plant site
predominantly consists of Sonoran creosote bush scrub habitat including approximately
1,000 acres of disturbed habitat, and supports a diversity of mammals, birds, and
reptiles, including some special status wildlife species, such as FTHL and burrowing
owl. Grading on the plant site would not directly or indirectly impact sensitive plant
communities or wetlands, but would directly impact some wildlife, and possibly special
status plants. The removal of vegetation would result in the loss of cover, foraging, and
breeding habitat. Construction of linear facilities also has potential for impacts to wildlife;
transmission line construction south of Interstate 8 would impact approximately 92.8
acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub, which provides habitat for FTHL. Construction of
the 12-mile reclaimed water pipeline would occur within the disturbed road shoulder, but
nevertheless has potential to impact special status species such as burrowing owl and
FTHL. Potential direct and indirect construction impacts to vegetation and wildlife can
be reduced to less than significant levels under CEQA with avoidance and minimization
measures described in staff’'s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-1 through BI10O-8.
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Take of Listed Species: The project is not likely to result in adverse effects to federally
list as threatened or endangered species. The only federally listed species observed on
the site was Peninsular bighorn sheep, federally listed as endangered. Several
Peninsular bighorn sheep were observed in March 2009 on the site. The occurrence of
Peninsular bighorn sheep on the site is considered a transient occurrence. The site is
several miles from designated critical habitat and does not provide any corridor to other
habitat that would support Peninsular bighorn sheep. The FTHL is not currently listed as
federally threatened or endangered. However, there is a proposal for listing of the
FTHL. Potential take of FTHL and loss of habitat for these species would be fully
mitigated with staff’'s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-9 through BIO-11. Staff’s
proposed Condition of Certification BIO-10 requires compensatory mitigation for
approximately 6,619.9 acres of habitat suitable for these listed species, as directed by
the FTHL Rangewide Management Strategy (2003). The other two conditions require
avoidance and minimization measures and compliance verification. It is currently
unresolved as to the disposition of the FTHLs that are salvaged from construction
activity other than to keep the lizards out of harm’s way. The FTHL Interagency
Coordinating Committee (ICC) would need to coordinate the disposition of the salvaged
FTHL individuals. Possible outcomes of the salvaged FTHL may include relocation to
several suitable FTHL habitats and/or conducting research, though this is currently
unresolved. It is unknown when the FTHL ICC would come to a decision as to what
course of action(s) would be taken with the salvaged lizards. Once the FTHL ICC
determines what would be done to the salvaged FTHLs, the requirements would be
incorporated into staff's proposed Condition of Certification B10O-9.

Avian Predation on FTHL: Construction and operation of the project could provide
attractants in the form of new nesting sites, trash, and water, which draw unnaturally
high numbers of FTHL predators such as the common raven, American kestrel, and
loggerhead shrike. Increased avian predation could contribute to the cumulative CEQA
significant impacts to the FTHL. Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-12
specifies that the applicant finalize their draft Raven Management and Monitoring Plan
in consultation with staff, BLM, CDFG, and USFWS. Staff anticipates that the applicant
would be able to produce a final plan well before licensing, and that implementation of
the condition would reduce this impact to less than significant levels under CEQA.

Migratory Birds/Burrowing Mammals: Vegetation at the plant site and along linear
facilities provides foraging, cover, and/or breeding habitat for migratory birds, including
a number of special status bird species confirmed to be present at the site (western
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, LeConte’s thrasher, and California horned lark).
Migratory birds and their eggs and young are protected by the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and Fish and Game Code section 3503. Staff's proposed Conditions of
Certification BIO-8 (Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures) and BIO-14 (Pre-
construction Nest Surveys and Impact Avoidance Measures) would avoid these
potentially significant impacts to nesting birds under CEQA. Potential impacts to
burrowing owls would be further mitigated under CEQA by implementation of staff's
proposed Condition of Certification BIO-16. This condition would require active
relocation of burrowing owls in the path of construction. Implementation of BIO-8,
B1O-14, and BIO-16 wound ensure compliance with the MBTA.
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American badgers were not detected during the surveys, but potential habitat is present
for this species at the project site. Construction activities could also crush or entomb
American badger, which are protected under Title 14, California Code of Regulations
(sections 670.2 and 670.5). Staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-15, which
requires preconstruction surveys and avoidance measures to protect badgers and kit
fox, would avoid this potential impact. This condition also protects desert kit fox, which
are known to occur on the site, and which are protected under the California Code of
Regulations Chapter 5 Section 460.

Special Status Plants: Though no special status plants were observed during surveys,
the surveys were deemed to be inadequate by staff. Federally threatened or
endangered plant species are not expected to occur onsite. Four special status plant
species were not included in targeted surveys. Staff and BLM are concerned that
special status plant species may have been overlooked due to half the surveys
conducted concurrently with FTHL surveys with biologists of varying levels of botanical
expertise and the lack of fall surveys after late summer/early fall monsoonal rains.
Staff’'s proposed Conditions of Certification BIO-8 and BIO-18 (Noxious Weed
Management Plan) would minimize potentially significant impacts under CEQA to
special status plants. Potential impacts to special status plants would be further
mitigated by staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-19 (Special Status Plant
Surveys and Protection Plan). This condition requires targeted surveys during the
appropriate seasons in 2010 and a protection plan for special status species.

Threat to Migratory Birds from Evaporation Ponds: The SES Solar Two Project includes
two evaporation ponds totaling 2 acres in area. Staff and CDFG are concerned that the
proposed ponds could attract avian predators, which in turn prey on the FTHL, and
could also harm waterfowl, shorebirds, and other resident or migratory birds due to
hyper-saline conditions. The applicant has addressed these concerns by proposing
quarterly monitoring of the evaporation pond water. If toxicity effects on wildlife become
apparent, several project design features for the evaporation ponds such as
constructing perimeter fencing and installing covers to minimize wildlife access have
been suggested. Staff has requested that the applicant develop a comprehensive draft
Evaporation Pond Design, Monitoring and Management Plan, and to incorporate any
revisions to pond size or design. Once the document is reviewed and approved by BLM,
CDFG, USFWS, and staff, the plan would be incorporated into staff's proposed
Condition of Certification BIO-13. This condition would reduce potential impacts of the
evaporation ponds to less than significant levels under CEQA.

Impacts to CDFG Jurisdictional Streambeds and Waters of the U. S.: One of the
significant biological impacts under CEQA of the project is the placement of
SunCatchers and associated electrical collection system, hydrogen gas pipelines,
debris basins, and access roads in ephemeral washes on the plant site, resulting in
permanent loss of approximately 165 acres of Waters of the U. S. and 840 acres of
CDFG jurisdictional streambeds. These washes are characterized by natural processes
of soil deposition, channel formation, and development of microtopography and soil
crusts, all of which support recruitment of native desert wash vegetation and provide
wildlife habitat and a corridor for movement. Placement of the SunCatchers, access
roads, road culverts, and debris/sediment basins within the beds of the ephemeral
washes would disrupt the hydrological and biological functions and processes. The
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CDFG is agreeable to mitigation to impacts to the ephemeral washes at a 1:1
compensation ratio of ephemeral wash within acquired Sonoran creosote scrub habitat
independent of acquired FTHL compensation land. Staff concurs with the CDFG
requiring 1:1 compensation ratio for impacts to the ephemeral washes on the project
site. With implementation of staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-17, staff
anticipates that impacts to 840 acres of CDFG jurisdictional streambeds and loss of the
hydrological and biological functions of the project site desert washes would be
mitigated to less than significant levels under CEQA. the USACE has indicated that a
minimum of 2:1 mitigation ratio with half the mitigation from preservation and the other
half from enhancement or restoration would be required to offset impacts from fill of
Water of the U.S. Fill of Waters of the U. S. would require authorization by the USACE
pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) under an Individual
Permit subject to CWA Section 404(b) (1) guidelines. Staff is awaiting the results of the
federal CWA 404(1) (b) Alternatives Analysis and the conditions that would be included
in the CDFG Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement and CWA Section 404
Authorization. Once the conditions required by both agencies are known, the
requirements would be incorporated into staff’'s proposed Condition of Certification
BIO-17.

As there is currently no avoidance of aquatic resources for waters of the U.S. under
USACE jurisdiction in the proposed project, for purposes of analysis pursuant to CWA
Section 404(b) (1) guidelines, the USACE has proposed two alternatives which avoid
different aspects of the ephemeral washes on the project site. These alternatives are: 1)
Drainage Avoidance #1, which prohibits permanent impacts within the ten primary
ephemeral washes; or 2) Drainage Avoidance #2, which eliminates the eastern and
westernmost portions of the project site where the largest ephemeral drainage
complexes are located.

For the proposed reclaimed water line alignment along Evan Hewes Highway, an
estimated 2.33 acres each for Waters of the U. S. and CDFG jurisdictional streambeds
has been calculated. The proposed reclaimed water line would either span or go under
seven irrigation canals and the New River. It is anticipated that best management
practices would be utilized to avoid impacts to Waters of the U. S. and CDFG
jurisdictional streambeds for the proposed reclaimed water line, but this remains
unresolved and proposed impacts have not been calculated.

With implementation of staff’'s proposed conditions of certification, staff is still uncertain
if construction and operation of the proposed SES Solar Two Project would comply with
all federal, state, and local LORS relating to biological resources. Staff recommends
adoption of the Conditions of Certification to mitigate potential impacts for most
sensitive biological resources to less than significant levels under CEQA with the
exception of impacts to Waters of the U. S. Pending a LEDPA determination and
requisite compensatory mitigation measures by the USACE, Staff is unable to
determine whether the project would comply with Section 404 or 401 of the Clean Water
Act, nor with related sections of the California Water Code.

Due to the lack of information regarding mitigation for Waters of the U.S., it is unknown
if impacts from the proposed SES Solar Two Project to biological resources would be
mitigated to less than significant levels under CEQA. Similarly for purposes of NEPA
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compliance, it is unknown if the proposed SES Solar Two Project would not result in
adverse impacts to biological resources due to the lack of information regarding impacts
to and mitigation for Waters of the U.S.

Alternatives. Similar to the proposed project, staff is still uncertain if compliance with
LORS and the implementation of staff's proposed conditions of certification to be
sufficient to mitigate potential impacts to biological resources, specifically to Waters of
the U. S. and CDFG jurisdictional state waters to less than significant levels associated
with the 300 MW Alternative 1 under CEQA.

Staff considers project compliance with LORS and staff’'s proposed conditions of
certification for the proposed project to be sufficient to mitigate the potential impacts to
biological resources of the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative to less than significant
levels under CEQA, if conditions required by the USACE for a federal Clean Water Act
404(1)(b) Impact Analysis and CDFG Lake and Streambed Alternative Agreement are
incorporated into staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-17.

Staff considers project compliance with LORS and staff’'s proposed conditions of
certification for the proposed project to be sufficient to mitigate the potential impacts to
biological resources of the Drainage Avoidance #2 alternative to less than significant
levels under CEQA, if conditions required by the USACE for a federal Clean Water Act
404(1)(b) Impact Analysis and CDFG Lake and Streambed Alternative Agreement are
incorporated into staff's proposed Condition of Certification BIO-17.

With the No Action Alternative, the impacts of the proposed project to biological
resources, including FTHL and other special status plant and wildlife species, and
ephemeral drainages would not occur. The No Action Alternative would not cause any
significant impacts under CEQA to biological resources, so no mitigation or
compensation for habitat loss would be required.

Cultural Resources

The SES Solar Two Project was originally developed as a nominal 900 MW project
covering approximately 7,700 acres. During the initial review with the BLM, prior to the
filing of the AFC with the Energy Commission, the BLM and applicant determined that
the potential impact to cultural resources needed to be reduced. The applicant reduced
the proposed project by 150 MW and approximately 1,200 acres to avoid culturally
sensitive areas. The SES Solar Two Project under review in this SA/DEIS is a result of
that avoidance of culturally sensitive areas.

The cultural resources analysis concluded that the SES Solar Two Project would have
significant adverse effects under CEQA on a presently unknown subset of
approximately 328 known prehistoric and historical surface archaeological resources
and may have significant adverse effects under CEQA on an unknown number of buried
archaeological deposits, many of which may be determined historically significant under
the provisions of a proposed programmatic agreement currently under development as
part of the BLM National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation process.
Absent adequate data to date, the Energy Commission and BLM are proposing to
develop treatment measures that would be stipulated in a programmatic agreement that
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would be executed by signatory parties prior to issuance of the Record of Decision
(ROD).

Alternatives. Similar to the proposed project, staff is still uncertain of the potential
impacts associated with the 300 MW Alternative. When resource evaluations have been
completed, impacts will be assessed. The observation and identification of 30 cultural
resources thus far, including prehistoric trails, as part of the 25% re-survey suggests
extensive use of the project landform in the past. If impacts are deemed significant,
mitigation measures would be stipulated and refined in a Programmatic Agreement
negotiated among all consulting parties and executed by the BLM.

Similar to the proposed project, staff is still uncertain of the potential impacts associated
with Drainage Avoidance Alternative #1. When resource evaluations have been
completed, impacts will be assessed. The observation and identification of 74 cultural
resources thus far as part of the 25% re-survey suggests extensive use of the project
landform in the past. If impacts are deemed significant, mitigation measures would be
stipulated and refined in a Programmatic Agreement negotiated among all consulting
parties and executed by the BLM.

Similar to the proposed project, staff is still uncertain of the potential impacts associated
with Drainage Avoidance Alternative #2. When resource evaluations have been
completed, impacts will be assessed. The observation and identification of 37 cultural
resources thus far as part of the 25% re-survey suggests extensive use of the project
landform in the past. If impacts are deemed significant, mitigation measures would be
stipulated and refined in a Programmatic Agreement negotiated among all consulting
parties and executed by the BLM.

With the No Action Alternative, the impacts of the proposed project to cultural resources
would not occur. The No Action Alternative would not cause any significant impacts
under CEQA to biological resources, so no mitigation would be required.

Facility Design

The Energy Commission staff concludes that the design, construction, and
decommissioning of the project and its linear facilities would likely comply with
applicable engineering LORS. The proposed conditions of certification would ensure
compliance with the applicable LORS:

Design review, plan checking, and field inspections would be performed by the CBO or
other Energy Commission delegate. Staff would audit the CBO to ensure satisfactory
performance.

Though future conditions that could affect decommissioning are largely unknown at this
time, it can reasonably be concluded that if, the project owner submits a
decommissioning plan as required in the General Conditions portion of this document
prior to decommissioning, decommissioning procedures would comply with all
applicable engineering LORS.

Energy Commission staff further recommends that:
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1. The proposed conditions of certification be adopted to ensure that the project is
designed and constructed in a manner that protects the public health and safety and
complies with all applicable engineering LORS;

2. The project be designed and built to the 2007 CBC (or successor standards, if in
effect when initial project engineering designs are submitted for review); and

3. The CBO reviews the final designs, checks plans, and performs field inspections
during construction. Energy Commission staff shall audit and monitor the CBO to
ensure satisfactory performance.

Alternatives. The Facility Design section does not address environmental impacts
under either CEQA or NEPA. The same LORS and Conditions of Certification would
also apply to each of the Project Alternatives. LORS would not apply to the three No
Project Alternatives because the project would not be constructed.

Geoloqgy, Paleontology, and Minerals

BLM and Energy Commission staff find that with the adoption of the mitigation and
conditions of certification, the proposed SES Solar Two Project would comply with all
applicable LORS, and would not result in significant adverse short and long term or
cumulative geologic, paleontological, and mineralogical impacts under CEQA.

The proposed SES Solar Two Project site is located in an active geologic area of the
south-central Colorado Desert Geomorphic Province in south-central Imperial County in
south-eastern California. Because of its geologic setting, the site could be subject to
intense levels of earthquake-related ground shaking. The potential effects of strong
ground shaking would be mitigated through structural designs required by the California
Building Code (CBC 2007) and the project geotechnical report. The CBC (2007)
requires that structures be designed to resist seismic stresses from ground acceleration
and, to a lesser extent, liquefaction potential. A geotechnical investigation has been
performed and presents standard engineering design recommendations for mitigation of
seismic shaking and site soil conditions.

There are no known viable geologic or mineralogical resources at the proposed Solar
Two site. Locally, paleontological resources have been documented within Quaternary
alluvium, Colluvium, lakebed sediments, and sedimentary units of the Palm Spring
formation, all of which underlie the site in the near surface. Potential project impacts to
paleontological resources would be mitigated below a level of significance under CEQA
through worker training and monitoring by qualified paleontologists, as required by
Conditions of Certification, PAL-1 through PAL-7.

Based on its independent research and review, Energy Commission staff believes that
the potential is low for significant adverse impacts under CEQA to the proposed project
from geologic hazards during its design life and to potential geologic, mineralogical, and
paleontological resources from the construction, operation, and closure of the proposed
project. It is staff's opinion that the SES Solar Two Project could be designed and
constructed in accordance with all applicable LORS and in a manner that both protects
environmental quality and assures public safety.
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General conditions of certification with respect to engineering geology are proposed
under Conditions of Certification GEN-1, GEN-5, and CIVIL-1 in the FACILITY DESIGN
section. It is staff’'s opinion that the likelihood of encountering paleontological resources
is moderate at the plant site.

Alternatives. If the reduced acreage of the 300 MW Alternative were constructed, the
CEQA Level of Significance, for geological, paleontological and mineral resources
would amount to roughly 40% of the levels described for the proposed project. Potential
impacts to paleontological resources would be reduced below a level of significance
under CEQA through worker training and monitoring by qualified paleontologists, as
required by Conditions of Certification, PAL-1 through PAL-7. Based on its independent
research and review, Energy Commission staff believes that the potential is low for
significant adverse impacts under CEQA to the proposed project from geologic hazards
during its design life and to potential geologic, mineralogical, and paleontological
resources from the construction, operation, and closure of the proposed project.

Like the proposed SES Solar Two Project, the potential is low for significant adverse
impacts to the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative from geologic hazards during its
design life and to potential geologic, mineralogical, and paleontological resources from
the construction, operation, and closure of the proposed project. It is staff's opinion that
the alternative could be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and in a manner that both protects
environmental quality and assures public safety, to the extent practical.

Like the proposed Solar Two Project, the potential is low for CEQA significant adverse
impacts to the Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative from geologic hazards during its
design life and to potential geologic, mineralogical, and paleontological resources from
the construction, operation, and closure of the proposed project. It is staff's opinion that
the alternative could be designed and constructed in accordance with all applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and in a manner that both protects
environmental quality and assures public safety, to the extent practical.

With the No Project / No Action Alternative the impacts of the proposed project would
not occur. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become available
to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan.

Hazardous Materials

The BLM and Energy Commission staff evaluation of the proposed SES Solar Two
Project indicated that hazardous materials use, storage, and transportation as part of t
the proposed Project would not present a significant adverse impact under CEQA on
the public or environment. With adoption of the proposed conditions of certification, the
proposed project would comply with all applicable LORS related to hazardous materials.

Staff proposes six conditions of certification related to hazardous materials. HAZ-1
ensures that no hazardous materials would be used at the facility except as listed in the
AFC, unless there is prior approval by the Energy Commission Compliance Project
Manager (CPM). HAZ-2 ensures that local emergency response services are notified of
the amounts and locations of hazardous materials at the facility. HAZ-3 requires the
development of a Safety Management Plan that addresses the delivery of all liquid
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hazardous materials during the construction, commissioning, and operation of the
project would further reduce the risk of any accidental release not specifically addressed
by the proposed spill prevention mitigation measures, and further prevent the mixing of
incompatible materials that could result in the generation of toxic vapors. Site security
during both the construction and operation phases is addressed in HAZ-4 and HAZ-5.
HAZ-6 ensures that the applicant complies with all Federal LORS regarding use,
management, spills, and reporting of hazardous materials on Federal lands.

Alternatives. Like the proposed project, the construction and operation of the 300 MW
Alternative would be in compliance with all applicable LORS for both long-term and
short-term project impacts in the area of hazardous materials management with the
adoption of the proposed conditions of certification. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the 300 MW Alternative would be the same as that proposed for the
proposed project (staff recommended conditions HAZ-1 to HAZ-6).

Like the proposed project, the construction and operation of the Drainage Avoidance #1
Alternative would be in compliance with all applicable LORS for both long-term and
short-term project impacts in the area of hazardous materials management with the
adoption of the proposed conditions of certification. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the same as that
proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions HAZ-1 to HAZ-6).

Like the proposed project, the construction and operation of the Drainage Avoidance #2
alternative would be in compliance with all applicable LORS for both long-term and
short-term project impacts in the area of hazardous materials management with the
adoption of the proposed conditions of certification. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the same as that
proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions HAZ-1 to HAZ-6).

As the use of hazardous materials at the proposed project would have no CEQA
significant impacts off-site, there would be no significant impact on the public resulting
from their use under CEQA. Thus, the No Project/No Action alternative would not avoid
or lessen any significant impacts compared to the proposed project under CEQA.

Hydrology, Soils and Water

Energy Commission staff has determined that construction, operation, and
decommissioning of the proposed SES Solar Two Project could potentially impact soils,
surface water, flooding, surface water quality, ground water quality, and water supply.
Where these potential impacts have been identified, staff has proposed mitigation
measures to reduce those impacts to below a level of significance under CEQA. With
the possible exception of Sections 404 and 401 of the Clean Water Act, and related
California water quality regulations, the project would conform to all applicable LORS.
Staff’'s conclusions related to hydrology, soils, and water is:

1. The project would place more than 5,000 SunCatchers within areas known to be
subject to flash flooding and erosion. Project-related changes to the braided and
alluvial fan stream hydraulic conditions could result in on-site erosion, stream bed
degradation or aggradation, and erosion and sediment deposition impacts to
adjacent land. SunCatchers within the floodplain could be subject to destabilization
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by stream scour. Impacts to soils related to wind erosion and runoff-borne erosion
are potentially significant under CEQA, as are impacts to surface water quality from
sedimentation and the introduction of foreign materials, including potential
contaminants, to the project area.

2. Based on the project hydrologic study and hydraulic modeling of the major stream
channels on the project site, scour analyses indicate the project can be designed to
withstand flash flood flows with minimal damage to the SunCatchers. Condition of
Certification SOIL&WATER-6 ensures no significant impact under CEQA to
SunCatchers placed in the floodplain.

3. A Drainage, Erosion, and Sedimentation Control Plan (DESCP) would mitigate the
potential storm water and sediment project-related impacts. Based on an
independent preliminary assessment, staff has determined the proposed project
could result in erosion and stream morphology impacts that would be significant
under CEQA. Conditions of Certification SOIL&WATER-1, SOIL&WATER-5, and
SOIL&WATER-6 require development of best management practices and
monitoring and reporting procedures to mitigate impacts related to flooding, erosion,
sedimentation, and stream morphological changes. These conditions of certification
would minimize impacts, but due to the uncertainty associated with the existing
analysis, impacts related to erosion, sedimentation and stream morphological
changes are considered to be significant after mitigation under CEQA.

4. Surface water and ground water quality could be affected by construction activities,
ongoing operations activities including mirror washing, vehicle use and fueling ,
storage of oils and chemicals, the proposed septic and leach field system for
sanitary wastes, and wastes from the water treatment system. These impacts are
potentially significant under CEQA. Compliance with LORS and Conditions of
Certification SOIL&WATER-1, SOIL&WATER-3, SOIL&WATER-5,
SOIL&WATER -6, SOIL&WATER -7 and SOIL&WATER-8 would mitigate those
impacts to below a level of significance under CEQA in all areas except those
associated with the sediment content of water related to stream morphological
changes. Uncertainty regarding sediment content of runoff water results in a
conclusion of potential significant adverse water quality impacts under CEQA.

5. The USACE has determined that 878 acres of the project site are jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. under CWA Section 404, including 165 acres that would be
subject to permanent impacts. The USACE has not yet completed a determination of
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) pursuant to
CWA Section 404(b)(1) guidelines. Pending a LEDPA determination and requisite
compensatory mitigation measures by the USACE, Staff is unable to determine
whether the project would comply with Section 404 or 401 of the Clean Water Act,
nor with related sections of the California Water Code.

6. SunCatcher mirrors would be washed on a regular basis. Mirror washing and dust
control watering would comprise the primary water use for the project, which is
estimated at 33,550 gallons per day (gpd), with total annual use approximately 32.7
acre feet. The applicant proposes to upgrade the Seeley Waste Water Treatment
Plant (SWWTP), approximately 12 miles east of the site, to provide up to 200,000
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gpd of reclaimed water for project use. That reclaimed water would be treated on the
project site for use in mirror washing. By using SWWTP water, the project would
comply with State policies regarding the use of recycled water for power plants
where practicable. Potable water would be supplied to the site by truck. Conditions
of Certification SOIL&WATER -2, SOIL&WATER-3, SOIL&WATER-7 and
SOIL&WATER-9 are proposed by staff to ensure adequate water supply and that
the water supply and treatment system comply with LORS and not create adverse
water quality or supply impacts.

7. Impacts to groundwater supply and quality would be less than significant under
CEQA. No groundwater would be used by the project and the effect on groundwater
infiltration would be negligible.

Alternatives. The 300 MW Alternative has the same impacts as the proposed project,
but reduced by approximately 60% due to smaller project size. Soil erosion impacts by
water would potentially be significant and adverse under CEQA, but reduced in
magnitude in comparison to the proposed project. All other impacts would be mitigated
to a level less than significant under CEQA.

Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative avoids CEQA significant adverse soil erosion
impacts related to stream morphology and sediment transport. All other impacts are the
same as for the proposed project, but reduced slightly due to smaller project size. With
compliance with LORS and compliance with Conditions of Certification, Drainage
Avoidance #1 Alternative has no significant adverse impacts under CEQA.

Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative has the same impacts as the proposed project, but
reduced by approximately 68% due to smaller project size. Soil erosion impacts by
water would be significant and adverse under CEQA, but reduced in magnitude in
comparison to the proposed project. All other impacts would be mitigated to a level less
than significant under CEQA.

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative the impacts of the proposed project would
not occur. However, the land on which the project is proposed would become available
to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan, including another renewable
energy projects.

Land Use and Recreation

The proposed SES Solar Two Project would not result in adverse impacts to agricultural
or rangeland resources. The conversion of approximately 6,500 acres of land for the
project to support the proposed project’'s components and activities would directly
disrupt current recreational activities in established federal, state, and local recreation
areas and would result in adverse effects on recreational users of these lands.
Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-1 is proposed to help reduce these
adverse effects on recreational users. Further, with implementation of staff's proposed
Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-2, the proposed project would be
consistent with the applicable LORS pertaining to the Subdivision Map Act.

The applicant has submitted an application to the BLM requesting a right-of-way (ROW)
grant to construct the proposed project and its related facilities. Pursuant to the
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California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan (1980, as amended), sites associated
with power generation or transmission not identified in the CDCA Plan are considered
through the Plan Amendment process. Because the proposed project is not currently
identified in the CDCA Plan, the proposed project would require a BLM ROW grant and
a project-specific CDCA Plan Amendment.

For purposes of CEQA compliance, the level of significance of each impact of the
proposed project on land use resources has been determined and is discussed in detall
in Section C.8.4.3 (CEQA Level of Significance). In summary, impacts on agricultural
lands and rangelands would be less-than-significant under CEQA, and there would be
no impacts related to Williamson Act contracts. Impacts to recreation and wilderness
resources would be less-than-significant under CEQA with implementation of Condition
of Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-1. Impacts to horses and burros would be
less-than-significant under CEQA. LORS compliance impact would be less-than-
significant under CEQA with implementation of Condition of Certification/Mitigation
Measure LAND-2.

Alternative 1 to the proposed project would construct and operate a 300 MW facility
using the Stirling SunCatcher technology and requiring 2,600 acres of land. Condition of
Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-1 would reduce impacts below a level of
significance under CEQA to recreationists in the project area.

Also included is the analysis of two alternatives that were developed to reduce impacts
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s primary waters within the project site. As a result,
Drainage Avoidance 1 Alternative would prohibit permanent impacts within the 10
primary drainages within the proposed project boundaries; and Drainage Avoidance #2
Alternative would eliminate both the eastern and westernmost portions of the proposed
project, where the largest drainage complexes are located. In general, the impacts
associated with these alternatives would be the same as the proposed project, and
Conditions of Certification/Mitigation Measures LAND-1 and LAND-2 would be required
to mitigate project impacts to recreational users below a level of significance under
CEQA.

Approximately one million acres of land are proposed for solar and wind energy
development in the southern California desert lands. Cumulative impacts to
approximately one million acres of land would all combine to result in adverse effects on
agricultural lands and recreational resources. The cumulative conversion of these lands
would preclude numerous existing land uses including recreation, wilderness,
rangeland, and open space, and therefore, result in a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact related to land use under CEQA.

e No farmland conversion impacts are expected as a result of linear facilities’
construction, and the proposed project would not involve other changes in the
existing environment which could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural
uses.

e No conversion of rangelands would occur, and they would not be adversely affected
by construction or operation of the proposed project.

e The conversion of 6,500 acres of land to support the proposed project’'s components
and activities would directly disrupt current recreational activities in established
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federal, state, and local recreation areas and would result in adverse effects on
recreational users of these lands. Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure
LAND-1 is proposed to reduce these adverse effects on recreational users below a
level of significance under CEQA.

e The Yuha ACEC and Jacumba Wilderness surrounding the project site attract
visitors based on their scenic, biological, cultural, and recreational amenities. The
proposed project would impact the recreational and wilderness values of these
areas. However, due to the abundance of wilderness and recreation sites throughout
the county, the proposed project would impact a small fraction of these land uses.

e The proposed project would not contain or traverse any established BLM HAs or
HMAs, and the HMA and HA are approximately 58 miles east side of the proposed
project site. In addition, following construction, fencing around the site would keep
any burros outside of the proposed project location. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in any interference with BLM’s management of an HMA or HA.

e The proposed project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an
established community.

e The applicant has submitted an application to the BLM requesting a right-of-way
(ROW) to construct the proposed project and its related facilities. Pursuant to the
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan (1980, as amended), sites
associated with power generation or transmission not identified in the CDCA Plan
are considered through the Plan Amendment process. Under Federal law, BLM is
responsible for processing requests for ROWSs to authorize such proposed projects
and associated transmission lines and other appurtenant facilities on land it
manages. If the ROW and proposed land use plan amendment are approved by
BLM, the proposed solar thermal power plant facility on public lands would be
authorized in accordance with Title V of the FLMPA of 1976 and the Federal
Regulations at 43 CFR part 2800.

e Based on staff’'s independent review of applicable federal, state, and local LORS
documents, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable land use
LORS.

e With implementation of staff's proposed Conditions of Certification LAND-2, the
proposed project would be consistent with the applicable LORS pertaining to the
Subdivision Map Act.

e For purposes of CEQA compliance, the level of significance of each impact of the
proposed project on land use resources has been determined and is discussed in
detail in Section C.8.4.3 (CEQA Level of Significance). In summary, impacts on
agricultural lands would be less-than-significant under CEQA, and there would be no
impacts related to Williamson Act contracts. Impacts to recreation resources would
be less-than-significant under CEQA with implementation of Condition of
Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-1. No impacts to horses and burros are
anticipated and therefore impacts to horses and burros would be less-than-
significant under CEQA. LORS compliance impact would be less-than-significant
under CEQA with implementation of Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure
LAND-2.
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e Cumulative impacts to approximately one million acres of land in the southern
California desert would all combine to result in adverse effects on agricultural lands
and recreational resources and would result in a significant and unavoidable impact
under CEQA In consideration of cumulative land use compatibility impacts, the
implementation of renewable projects in Southern California would occur mostly in
undeveloped desert lands or areas of rural development, and therefore, would not
create physical divisions of established residential communities. Approximately one
million acres of land are proposed for solar and wind energy development in the
Southern California desert lands. The conversion of these lands would preclude
numerous existing land uses including recreation, wilderness, rangeland, and open
space, and therefore, result in a significant cumulative impact under CEQA.

e The land use impacts associated with the alternatives would be similar to the
proposed project. To mitigate impacts to land uses below the level of significance
under CEQA, implementation of Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure
LAND-1 would be required for impacts related to recreation resources for each
alternative; and Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure LAND-2 would also be
required with each alternative, with the exception of Alternative 1, which would be
constructed on BLM land only.

If the Energy Commission and the BLM approve the proposed project, staff is proposing
Conditions of Certification/Mitigation Measures LAND-1 to ensure that the proposed
project mitigates for the permanent loss of recreational lands, and LAND-2 to ensure
that the project is constructed and operated in accordance with the Subdivision Map
Act.

Alternatives. Similar to the proposed project, impacts resulting form the 300 MW
Alternative on Land Use would be less-than-significant under CEQA with
implementation of Condition of Certification LAND-1. However, the cumulative land use
effects, as discussed in subsection C.8.5.2, of this alternative would be significant and
unavoidable under CEQA.

Impacts resulting from Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative on land use would be less-
than-significant under CEQA with implementation of Condition of Certification LAND-1.
As discussed in subsection C.8.5.2, and similar to the proposed project, the cumulative
impacts of this alternative would be significant and unavoidable under CEQA.

Impacts resulting from Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative land use would be less-than-
significant under CEQA with implementation of Condition of Certification LAND-1. As
discussed in subsection C.8.5.2, and similar to the proposed project, the cumulative
impacts of this alternative would be significant and unavoidable under CEQA.

Under the No Project/No Action alternative land use impacts to the proposed project site
and area would be similar as those currently occurring under the existing conditions in
the area. Given that there would be no substantial change over the existing conditions,
the land use impacts of the No Project/No Action alternative would be less-than-
significant under CEQA.
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Noise

Energy Commission staff concludes that the SES Solar Two Project can be built and
operated in compliance with all applicable noise and vibration LORS and, if built in
accordance with the conditions of certification, NOISE-1 through NOISE-6, would
produce no significant adverse noise impacts under CEQA on people within the affected
area, either direct, indirect, or cumulative.

Alternatives. Given the nature of the operational noise produced by the chosen project
technology, the 300 MW Alternative would most likely correspond to lower operational
noise impacts at noise receptors located east of the project. Operational noise impacts
at those receptors west of the project would likely be the same as that of the proposed
750 MW project. Certainly, the noise impacts of the 300 MW Alternative would not be
greater than the noise impacts from the proposed 750 MW project, which, as discussed
are not significant under CEQA. Energy Commission staff concludes that because this
alternative would result in fewer construction activities than the proposed project, the
300 MW Alternative can be built and operated in compliance with all applicable noise
and vibration LORS. Also, if built in accordance with the conditions of certification
proposed for the proposed project, it would produce no significant adverse noise
impacts on people within the affected area, either direct, indirect, or cumulative under
CEQA.

Like the proposed project, the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, if built and operated
in conformance with the proposed conditions of certification defined for the proposed
project, would comply with all applicable noise and vibration LORS and would produce
no significant adverse noise impacts on people within the project area, directly,
indirectly, or cumulatively under CEQA.

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would result in fewer construction activities and
at greater distances from sensitive receptors than the proposed project. Therefore,
Energy Commission staff concludes that the Drainage Avoidance #2 alternative can be
built and operated in compliance with all applicable noise and vibration LORS. Also, if
built in accordance with the conditions of certification proposed for the proposed project,
Drainage Avoidance #2 alternative would produce no significant adverse noise impacts
on people within the affected area, either direct, indirect, or cumulative under CEQA.

For the No Project / No Action Alternatives, the noise impacts associated with the
proposed project would not occur. However, the land on which the project is proposed
would become available to other uses that are consistent with BLM’s land use plan.

Power Plant Efficiency

The Energy Commission staff has analyzed the potential efficiency in energy out
associated with construction and operation of the Solar Two Project. The project would
decrease reliance on fossil fuel due to increased availability of renewable energy
resources. It would not create significant adverse effects on fossil fuel energy supplies
or resources under CEQA, would not require additional sources of energy supply, and
would not consume fossil fuel energy in a wasteful of inefficient manner. No efficiency
standards apply to this project. Energy Commission staff concludes that this project
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would present no significant adverse impacts on fossil fuel energy resources under
CEQA.

Alternatives. The CEQA Level of Significance of the 300 MW Alternative would be
unchanged from the proposed project.

The Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would occupy 10.12 acres per MW of power
output (compared with nearly nine acres per MW of power output for the proposed
project). Like the proposed project, this figure is substantially greater than that of some
other solar power technologies. Employing a less land-intensive solar technology would
reduce these impacts by approximately 50 percent. Fossil fuel use efficiency of the
Drainage Avoidance #1 alternative would be unchanged, that is, no impact. Land use
efficiency of the alternative would be substantially reduced under this alternative,
because power output would be reduced in comparison to occupied land (assuming that
all land within the fence line is considered to be occupied or otherwise removed from
public use).

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would occupy a smaller area than the proposed
project, resulting in 7.45 acres per MW of power output (compared with nearly nine
acres per MW of power output for the proposed project). Like the proposed project, this
figure is substantially greater than that of some other solar power technologies.
Employing a less land-intensive solar technology would reduce these impacts by
approximately 50 percent. Fossil fuel use efficiency of the Drainage Avoidance #2
alternative would be unchanged, that is, no impact. Land use efficiency of the
alternative under this alternative would be essentially the same as that of the proposed
project because within project boundaries, all lands would be available for development.

In the No Project /No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be undertaken.
Therefore, the impacts of the proposed project would not occur. However, the land on
which the project is proposed would become available to other uses that are consistent
with BLM’s land use plan, including another renewable energy project.

Power Plant Reliability

Staff cannot determine whether the applicant’s availability goal is achievable and cannot
predict what the actual availability might be, given the demonstration status of this
Stirling engine and limited data on large-scaled deployments of Stirling engines. (The
availability factor of a power plant is the percentage of time it is available to generate
power; both planned and unplanned outages subtract from this availability.) Staff
believes it possible that the project may face challenges from considerable maintenance
demands, reducing its availability.

Alternatives. Like the proposed project, the 300 MW Alternative would require fewer
SunCatcher groups to generate 300 MW (phase one) of the project. Therefore, this
alternative would require fewer distribution and substation facilities to be built within the
project site. Additionally, this alternative would not cause any reconductoring of the
SDG&E transmission system. Since this alternative would require fewer distribution and
transmission facilities to be built in the project site; this alternative causes fewer impacts
to the environment and triggers less CEQA level analysis.
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Like the proposed project, the Drainage #1 Alternative would include numerous groups
of 60 SunCatchers, connected by underground electrical cables. When aggregated at
the project substation, the power generated would interconnect to SDG&E’s existing
Imperial Valley 500/230 kV substation which is located southwest of El Centro,
California. There would be fewer SunCatcher groups in this alternative, but the system
of aggregation and power transmission would be the same as for the proposed project.
Like the proposed project, the transmission system required for the Drainage Avoidance
#1 alternative requires new components. While System Impact Studies have not been
completed for the smaller generation capacity of this alternative, it is likely that the outlet
lines and termination facilities are acceptable and would comply with all applicable
LORS.

Like the proposed project and Drainage #1 Alternative, the Drainage #2 Alternative
would include numerous groups of 60 SunCatchers, connected by underground
electrical cables. There would be fewer SunCatcher groups in this alternative, but the
system of aggregation and power transmission would be the same as for the proposed
project. Like the proposed project, the transmission system required for the Drainage
Avoidance #2 alternative requires new components. While System Impact Studies have
not been completed for the smaller generation capacity of this alternative, it is likely that
outlet lines and termination are acceptable and would comply with all applicable LORS.

In the No Project / No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be undertaken
and no solar generating or transmission facilities would be constructed on the project
site or connecting to the existing transmission grid.

Public Health and Safety

The BLM and Energy Commission staff have analyzed potential public health and safety
risks associated with construction and operation of the SES Solar Two Project and do
not expect any substantial adverse cancer or short- or long-term noncancerous health
effects from project toxic emissions under CEQA. Staff's analysis of potential health
impacts from the proposed SES Solar Two Project uses a conservative health-
protective methodology that accounts for impacts to the most sensitive individuals in a
given population, including newborns and infants. According to the results of staff's
health risk assessment, emissions from the SES Solar Two Project would not contribute
substantially to morbidity or mortality in any age or ethnic group residing in the project
area.

Alternatives. The types of construction and operational impacts of the 300 MW
Alternative would be the same as those of the proposed project. The proposed project
impacts are found to be less than significant under CEQA, and impacts of this
alternative would be even smaller — although marginally so - due to the smaller extent of
construction disturbance and the smaller number of SunCatchers of the alternative.

Like the proposed project, emissions from the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would
not contribute substantially to morbidity or mortality in any age or ethnic group residing
in the project area. No construction or operational impacts are found to be significant
under CEQA, and no mitigation measures (Conditions of Certification) are required.
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Similar to the proposed project and Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, emissions from
the Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would not contribute substantially to morbidity or
mortality in any age or ethnic group residing in the project area. No construction or
operational impacts are found to be significant under CEQA, and no mitigation
measures (Conditions of Certification) are required.

Under the No Project/No Action alternative, public health impacts to the proposed
project site and area would be similar as those currently occurring under the existing
conditions in the area. Given that there would be no significant change over the existing
conditions under CEQA, the public health impacts of the No Project/No Action
alternative would be less-than-significant under CEQA.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Staff concludes that construction and operation of the SES Solar Two Project would not
cause a significant direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse socioeconomic impact on the
study area’s housing, schools, parks and recreation, law enforcement, emergency
services, or hospitals, under CEQA. Socioeconomic impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project would not combine with impacts of any past, present, or reasonably foreseeable
local projects to result in cumulatively considerable local impacts. Hence, there are no
socioeconomic environmental justice issues related to this project. The SES Solar Two
Project, as proposed, is consistent with applicable Socioeconomic LORS.

Estimated gross public benefits from the SES Solar Two Project include increases in
sales, employment, and income in Imperial, Riverside, and San Diego counties during
construction and operations. Taxes were also estimated. For example, there is an
estimated average of 360 direct project-related construction jobs for the 40 months of
construction. The Solar Two Project is estimated to have total project costs of $1.14
billion. The SES Solar Two Project local construction payroll is estimated to be $42.1
million annually, and the local operation payroll is $8,924,810 annually. If the California
property tax exemption for solar systems is not renewed when it expires in 2015-2016
fiscal, then the project’s property tax on private land (most of the project is on tax-
exempt federal land) would be $840,750 annually. There is $35,250 in school impact
fees. Total sales and use taxes during construction are estimated to be approximately
$623,100 and during operation the local sales tax is estimated to be $387,500 annually.
An estimated $2.41 million would be spent locally for materials and equipment during
construction, and an additional $7.4 million would be spent annually for the project’s
local operations and maintenance budget.

Alternatives. Similar to the proposed project, no significant adverse impacts under
CEQA would result from construction and operation of the 300 MW Alternative. The
benefits of the project to the local economy would be somewhat reduced due to the
smaller scale of the project.

No significant adverse impacts under CEQA would result from construction and
operation of the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, which is similar to the proposed
project. The benefits of the project to the local economy would be somewhat reduced
due to the smaller scale of the project.
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Like the proposed project, no significant adverse impacts under CEQA would result
from construction and operation of the Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative. The benefits
of the project to the local economy would be somewhat reduced due to the smaller
scale of the project.

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative, the socioeconomic benefits of the proposed
project site and area would be similar as those currently occurring under the existing
conditions in the area. Given that there would be no substantial change over the
existing conditions, impacts to socioeconomic resources of the No Project/No Action
alternative would be less-than-significant under CEQA.

Traffic and Transportation

The SES Solar Two Project would be consistent with the Circulation and Scenic
Highways Element of the County of Imperial General Plan and all other applicable
LORS related to traffic and transportation. The SES Solar Two Project would not have a
significant adverse impact under CEQA on the local and regional roadway network.
During the construction and operation phases, local roadway and highway demand
resulting from the daily movement of workers and materials would not increase beyond
significance thresholds established by the County of Imperial or the State of California.

1. The SES Solar Two Project as proposed would comply with all applicable LORS
related to traffic and transportation. It would result in less than significant impacts
under CEQA to the traffic and transportation system.

2. Because of the SES Solar Two Project’s distance from the nearest airport, no impact
on the Emory Ranch Airport, Naval Air Facility ElI Centro or the Imperial County
Airport would occur, and the project would not impact aviation safety.

3. The SES Solar Two Project as proposed would cause no significant direct or
cumulative traffic and transportation impacts under CEQA, and therefore, no
environmental justice issues.

4. Staff is proposing Condition of Certification TRANS-1 which would require a
construction traffic control plan to be developed and implemented prior to earth
moving activities

5. Staff is proposing Condition of Certification TRANS-2 which would require the
applicant to provide the executed license agreement and subsequent approval of the
physical improvements associated with the proposed railroad crossing.

6. Staff is proposing Condition of Certification TRANS-3, which would require mitigation
plans for the roads that would be used for construction if they are damaged by
project-related construction.

7. Staff is proposing Condition of Certification TRANS-4 to address potential
malfunctions in the mirror control, which could lead to glare impacts on motorists or
pilots.

Alternatives. The 300 MW Alternative, if constructed with the same peak workforce as
the proposed project, would result in the same levels of construction traffic and parking
demand as the proposed project. However these conditions would occur for a shorter
period of time given that the alternative would be approximately 40% of the size of the
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proposed project. Like the proposed project, with implementation of recommended
conditions of certification, impacts would remain less than significant under CEQA.

The Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, if constructed with the same peak workforce as
the proposed project, would result in the same levels of construction traffic and parking
demand as the proposed project. However these conditions would occur for a shorter
period of time given that the alternative would be approximately 84% of the size of the
proposed project. Like the proposed project, with implementation of recommended
conditions of certification, traffic impacts associated with the Drainage Avoidance #1
Alternative would remain less than significant under CEQA.

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative, if constructed with the same peak workforce as
the proposed project, would result in the same levels of construction traffic and parking
demand as the proposed project. However, these conditions would occur for a much
shorter period of time given that the alternative would be approximately 50% of the size
of the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of
recommended conditions of certification, traffic impacts associated with the Drainage
Avoidance #2 Alternative would remain less than significant under CEQA.

With the No Project/No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be
undertaken. Since no action would occur under the No Project/No Action Alternative,
the transportation and traffic related impacts of the SES Solar Two Project would not
occur at the proposed site.

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance

The Applicant proposes to transmit the power from Phase | of the proposed SES Solar
Two Project to the SDG&E transmission grid through a new, 10.3-mile double-circuit
230-kV transmission line constructed to run parallel to the existing Southwest Powerlink
transmission line and connecting the project to the existing SDG&E Imperial Valley
Substation to the southeast. Phase Il would require SDG&E to build proposed 500-kV
Sunrise Powerlink (or equivalent) transmission line (assumed be a project independent
of the SES Solar Two Project). The construction and operation of Phase Il is contingent
on the approval and development of either the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line or
additional transmission capacity in the SDG&E transmission system. This Phase II-
related line would be under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission
(CPUC) and the BLM. Therefore, this staff analysis is for the Phase I-related 230-kV
line. Since the Phases | and Il lines would be located in the SDG&E service area, each
would be constructed, operated, and maintained according to SDG&E’s guidelines for
line safety and field management which conform to applicable LORS. Each line would
traverse undisturbed desert land with no nearby residents, thereby eliminating the
potential for residential electric and magnetic field exposures. With the four proposed
conditions of certification, any safety and nuisance impacts from the Phase I line the
applicant proposes would be less than significant under CEQA.

Since staff does not expect the proposed 230-kV transmission line to pose an aviation
hazard according to current FAA criteria, we do not consider it necessary to recommend
location changes on the basis of a potential hazard to area aviation.
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The potential for nuisance shocks would be minimized through grounding and other
field-reducing measures that would be implemented in keeping with current SDG&E
guidelines (reflecting standard industry practices). These field-reducing measures would
maintain the generated fields within levels not associated with radio-frequency
interference or audible noise.

The potential for hazardous shocks would be minimized through compliance with the
height and clearance requirements of CPUC’s General Order 95. Compliance with
Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section 1250, would minimize fire hazards
while the use of low-corona line design, together with appropriate corona-minimizing
construction practices, would minimize the potential for corona noise and its related
interference with radio-frequency communication in the area around the route.

Since electric or magnetic field health effects have neither been established nor ruled
out for the proposed Solar Two Project and similar transmission lines, the potential
public health significance of any related field exposures cannot be characterized with
certainty under CEQA. The only conclusion to be reached with certainty is that the
proposed line’s design and operational plan would be adequate to ensure that the
generated electric and magnetic fields are managed to an extent the CPUC considers
appropriate in light of the available health effects information. The long-term, mostly
residential magnetic exposure of health concern in recent years would be insignificant
under CEQA for the proposed line given the absence of residences along the proposed
route. On-site worker or public exposure would be short term and at levels expected for
SDG&E lines of similar design and current-carrying capacity. Such exposure is well
understood and has not been established as posing a substantial human health hazard.

Since the proposed project line would be operated to minimize the health, safety, and
nuisance impacts of concern to staff and would be routed through an area with no
nearby residences, staff considers the proposed design, maintenance, and construction
plan as complying with the applicable LORS. With implementation of the four
recommended conditions of certification, any such impacts would be less than
significant under CEQA.

Alternatives. Since staff finds these safety and nuisance impacts to be less than
significant under CEQA for the proposed 750 MW project, staff also expects them to be
less than significant under CEQA for the smaller 300 MW alternative.

The transmission line for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would follow the same
route as that for the proposed project, within an existing designated transmission
corridor. The line would (a) be constructed, operated, and maintained according to
SDG&E’s guidelines for line safety and field management which conform to applicable
LORS and (b) would traverse undisturbed desert land with no nearby residents, thereby
eliminating the potential for residential electric and magnetic field exposures. Similar to
the proposed project, adherence to the four conditions of certification recommended for
the proposed project, any safety and nuisance impacts associated with the Drainage
Avoidance #1 Alternative would be less than significant under CEQA.

Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would require new transmission lines within an
existing designated corridor. Given the construction and maintenance requirements of
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SDG&E and the lack of nearby residences, no impacts on residences or other facilities
were identified. Like the proposed project, adherence to the four conditions of
certification recommended for the proposed project would reduce any safety and
nuisance impacts associated with Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative to a less than
significant level under CEQA.

Under the No Project/No Action alternative, the transmission line safety and nuisance

impacts of the SES Solar Two project would not occur at the proposed site. This would
help reduce the total human exposure to area field and non-field impacts from electric

power lines in general.

Transmission System Engineering

The proposed Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two (SES Solar Two) Project outlet lines
and termination are acceptable and would comply with all applicable LORS. The
analysis of project transmission lines and equipment, both from the power plant up to
the point of interconnection with the existing transmission network as well as upgrades
beyond the interconnection that are attributable to the project have been evaluated by
staff and are included in the environmental sections of this staff assessment.

Mitigation of thermal overloads caused by the Phase 1 under N-1 contingency analysis
would require installing a 500/230kV, 1120 megavolt ampere (MVA) transformer bank at
the existing Imperial Valley Substation. The transformer installation would occur within
the fence line of the existing Imperial Valley Substation and would not trigger the need
for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

e Mitigation of base case thermal overloads caused by Phase 2 would require
installing a third 230/69 kV, 224MVA transformer bank at the existing Sycamore
Substation. The transformer installation would occur within the fence line of the
existing Sycamore substation and would not trigger the need for compliance with
CEQA.

e The proposed SES Solar Two project should be designed and constructed with
adequate reactive power resources to compensate the consumption of volt-amperes
reactive (Var) by the generator step-up transformers, distribution feeders and
generator tie-lines.

The outlet lines and termination of Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed SES Solar Two
project would comply with all applicable LORS. The analysis of project transmission
lines and equipment, both from the power plant up to the point of interconnection with
the existing transmission network as well as upgrades beyond that interconnection that
are attributable to the project have been evaluated by staff and are included in the
environmental sections of this SA/EIS as project conditions.

e Mitigation of thermal overloads caused by Phase 1 of the proposed Solar Two
project under N-1 contingency analysis would require installing a 500/230kV,
1120MVA transformer bank at existing Imperial Valley Substation.

e Mitigation of base case thermal overloads caused by Phase 2 of the proposed Solar
Two project, would require installing a third 230/69 kV, 224MVA transformer bank at
the existing Sycamore Substation.
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e The proposed Solar Two project should be designed and constructed with adequate
reactive power resources to compensate the consumption of Var by the generator
step-up transformers, distribution feeders and generator tie-lines.

If the BLM and Energy Commission approve the proposed Solar Two project, staff
recommends that the conditions of certification/mitigation measures provided earlier be
met to ensure both system reliability and conformance with LORS.

Alternatives. Like the proposed project, this alternative would require fewer
SunCatcher groups to generate 300 MW (phase one) of the project. Therefore, the 300
MW Alternative would require fewer distribution and substation facilities to be built within
the project site. Additionally, this alternative would not cause any reconductoring of the
SDG&E transmission system. Since this alternative would require fewer distribution and
transmission facilities to be built in the project site; it would also result in fewer impacts
to the environment and triggers less CEQA level analysis.

Like the proposed project, the transmission system required for the Drainage Avoidance
#1 alternative requires new components. While System Impact Studies have not been
completed for the smaller generation capacity of this alternative, it is likely that the outlet
lines and termination facilities are acceptable and would comply with all applicable
LORS.

Like the proposed project, the transmission system required for the Drainage Avoidance
#2 alternative requires new components. While System Impact Studies have not been
completed for the smaller generation capacity of this alternative, it is likely that outlet
lines and termination are acceptable and would comply with all applicable LORS.

In the No Project / No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be undertaken
and no solar generating or transmission facilities would be constructed on the project
site or connecting to the existing transmission grid.

Visual Resources

Staff have analyzed visual resource-related information pertaining to the proposed SES
Solar Two Project and conclude that the proposed project would substantially degrade
the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings, including
motorists on Interstate 8, recreational destinations within the Yuha Desert Area of
Critical Environmental Concern and portions of the Juan Bautista de Anza National
Historic Trall, resulting in significant impacts under CEQA.

In the absence of photometric data to the contrary, staff believes that diffuse reflection
from the SunCatchers could be an intrusive and distracting nuisance to motorists under
at least certain conditions, particularly when an entire row of units could be visible in a
near-vertical position to approaching motorists at hours near sunrise and sunset.
However, with staff-recommended Condition of Certification VIS-6, potential
glare/reflection impacts could be reduced to less-than-significant levels under CEQA.

With staff-recommended Condition of Certification VIS-7, construction impacts could be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels under CEQA.
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Mitigation measures VIS-1 through VIS-7 would be implemented as Conditions of
Certification for the proposed SES Solar Two Project, however, because effective,
feasible mitigation measures could not be identified by staff, these impacts are
considered to be unavoidable.

Alternatives. Impacts of the 300 MW Alternative would remain significant under CEQA
to Interstate 8 and Yuha Desert Critical Environmental Concern viewers, and
unavoidable. However, the degree and extent of those impacts would be substantially
less than those of the proposed project.

The Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be located within the same outer project
boundaries as the proposed project, but it would be less densely developed because of
avoidance of permanent structures in the major drainages. Like the proposed SES Solar
Two Project, the Drainage Avoidance #1 alternative would substantially degrade the
existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings, including motorists
on Highway |-8, recreational destinations within the Yuha Desert ACEC, and portions of
the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, resulting in significant impacts under
CEQA. Overall, the level of impact would be similar to the Proposed Project Alternative.
There are no effective, feasible mitigation measures that could be identified, so the
impacts of the Drainage Avoidance #1 are considered to be significant under CEQA and
unavoidable. Impacts of the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be substantially
similar to the Proposed Project Alternative, and thus significant under CEQA and
unavoidable.

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would be smaller in area than the proposed
project, and it would result in similar impacts as the proposed project, but somewhat
more concentrated. Impacts of this alternative would remain significant under CEQA to
I-8 and Yuha Desert ACEC viewers, and unavoidable. However, like the 300 MW
alternative, the degree and extent of those impacts would be substantially less than
those of the proposed project. Although the degree and extent of these impacts would
be substantially less than those of the proposed project, there are no effective, feasible
mitigation measures that could be identified to reduce impacts of this alternative. As a
result, the impacts of the Drainage Avoidance #2 are considered to be significant and
unavoidable under CEQA.

Under the No Project/No Action Alternative visual impacts to the proposed project site
and area would be similar as those currently occurring under the existing conditions in
the area. Given that there would be no substantial change over the existing conditions,
the anticipated impacts of the No Project/No Action alternative would be less-than-
significant under CEQA.

Waste Management

Management of the waste generated during construction and operation of the SES
Solar Two Project would not generate a significant impact under CEQA regarding waste
management and would be consistent with the applicable waste management LORS if
the measures proposed in the Application for Certification and staff's proposed
conditions of certification are implemented. Similar to the proposed project, staff
considers project compliance with applicable waste management LORS and staff's
conditions of certification to be sufficient to ensure that no significant impacts under
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CEQA would occur as a result of waste management associated with the 300 MW
alternative, Drainage Avoidance #1 alternative and Drainage Avoidance #2 alternative.

After review of the applicant’s proposed waste management procedures, staff
concludes that project wastes would be managed in compliance with all applicable
waste management LORS. Staff notes that construction, demolition, and operation
wastes would be characterized and managed as either hazardous or non-hazardous
waste. All non-hazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent feasible, and
nonrecyclable wastes would be collected by a licensed hauler and disposed of at a
permitted solid waste disposal facility. Hazardous wastes would be accumulated onsite
in accordance with accumulation time, and then properly manifested, transported to,
and disposed of at a permitted hazardous waste management facility by licensed
hazardous waste collection and disposal companies.

However, to help ensure and facilitate ongoing project compliance with LORS, staff
proposes Conditions of Certification WASTE-1 through -8. These conditions would
require the project owner to do all of the following:

e Ensure the project site is investigated and any contamination identified is remediated
as necessary, with appropriate professional and regulatory agency oversight
(WASTE-1 and -2).

e Prepare Construction Waste Management and Operation Waste Management Plans
detailing the types and volumes of wastes to be generated and how wastes would
be managed, recycled, and/or disposed of after generation (WASTE-3 and -7).

e Obtain a hazardous waste generator identification number (WASTE-4).

e Ensure that all spills or releases of hazardous substances are reported and cleaned-
up in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements
(WASTE-8).

e Comply with waste recycling and diversion requirements (WASTE-6).

e Report any waste management-related LORS enforcement actions and how
violations would be corrected (WASTE-5).

The existing available capacity for the Class Il landfills that may be used to manage
nonhazardous project wastes exceeds 3.73 million cubic yards, with another 600 million
cubic yards of capacity expected in the future with full operation of the Mesquite
Regional Landfill. The total amount of non-hazardous wastes generated from
construction, demolition and operation of the Solar Two Project would contribute much
less than 1% of the projected landfill capacity. Therefore, disposal of project generated
non-hazardous wastes would have a less than significant impact on Class Il landfill
capacity under CEQA.

In addition, the two Class | disposal facilities that could be used for hazardous wastes
generated by the construction and operation of the SES Solar Two Project have a
combined remaining capacity in excess of 16 million cubic yards, with another 4.6 to 4.9
million cubic yards of proposed capacity. The total amount of hazardous wastes
generated by the SES Solar Two Project would be less than significant under CEQA in
relation to the remaining permitted capacity. Therefore, impacts from disposal of SES
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Solar Two Project generated hazardous wastes would also have a less than significant
impact on the remaining capacity at Class | landfills under CEQA.

Staff concludes that management of the waste generated during construction and
operation and decommissioning of the SES Solar Two Project would not result in any
significant adverse impacts under CEQA, and would comply with applicable LORS, if
the waste management practices and mitigation measures proposed in the SES Solar
Two Project AFC and staff's proposed conditions of certification are implemented.

Alternatives. The 300 MW alternative would generate similar types of hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes from construction, demolition and operation of the project.
However, the quantities of waste would be reduced by 60 percent. The amount of non-
hazardous and hazardous solid wastes generated under a 300 MW alternative that
would require landfill/treatment would be approximately 5,600 and 20 cubic yards,
respectively. Similar to the proposed project, staff would not require investigation and
remediation of soil and groundwater contamination. similar to the proposed project, staff
considers project compliance with LORS and staff's conditions of certification to be
sufficient to ensure that no CEQA significant impacts would occur as a result of waste
management associated with the 300 MW alternative.

The Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would generate similar types of hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes from construction, demolition and operation of the project.
However, the quantities of waste would be reduced due to the reduced use of the site
required by avoiding the primary drainages and the reduced number of SunCatchers.
The amount of non-hazardous and hazardous solid wastes generated under this
alternative that would require landfill/treatment would be reduced in comparison to the
proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, staff considers project compliance
with LORS and staff’'s conditions of certification to be sufficient to ensure that no CEQA
significant impacts would occur as a result of waste management associated with the
Drainage Avoidance #1 alternative.

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would generate similar types of hazardous and
non-hazardous wastes from construction, demolition and operation of the project.
However, the quantities of waste would be substantially reduced due to the reduced use
of the site required by avoiding the major drainages at the east and west ends of the
property. Similar to the proposed project, staff considers project compliance with LORS
and staff's conditions of certification to be sufficient to ensure that no CEQA significant
impacts would occur as a result of waste management associated with the Drainage
Avoidance #2 Alternative.

In the No Project/No Action Alternative, the proposed action would not be undertaken.
Therefore, waste management associated impacts of the proposed project would not
occur.

Worker Safety and Fire Protection

Staff conclude that if the applicant for the proposed SES Solar Two Project provides

project construction safety and health and project operations and maintenance safety
and health programs, as required by conditions of certification WORKER SAFETY -1,
-2, -3, -4, -5, and -6, the project would incorporate sufficient measures to both ensure
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adequate levels of industrial safety and comply with applicable LORS. These proposed
conditions of certification ensure that these programs, proposed by the applicant, would
be reviewed by the appropriate agencies before they are implemented. The conditions
also require verification that the proposed plans adequately ensure worker safety and
fire protection and comply with applicable LORS.

Staff also concludes that the proposed project would not have significant impacts under
CEQA on local fire protection services. The fire risks at the proposed facility do not pose
substantial added demands on local fire protection services. Staff also concludes that
the El Centro Fire Department is adequately equipped and staffed to respond to
hazardous materials incidents at the proposed facility with an adequate response time,
given the remote location of this project.

Staff conclude that if the applicant for the proposed SES Solar Two Project provides
project construction safety and health and project operations and maintenance safety
and health programs, as required by conditions of certification WORKER SAFETY -1,
and -2; and fulfills the requirements of conditions of certification WORKER SAFETY-3
through-6, SES Solar Two Project would incorporate sufficient measures to ensure
adequate levels of industrial safety and comply with applicable LORS. Staff also
concludes that the proposed project would not have significant impacts under CEQA on
local fire protection services.

Alternatives. Since the proposed project impacts are found to be less than significant
under CEQA with the incorporation of conditions of certification, impacts of the 300 MW
Alternative would be even smaller due to the smaller extent of construction disturbance
and the smaller number of SunCatchers under this alternative. Like the proposed
project, the construction and operation of the 300 MW Alternative would be in
compliance with all applicable LORS for both long-term and short-term project impacts
in the area of worker safety and fire protection with the adoption of the proposed
conditions of certification. The mitigation that would be proposed for the 300 MW
alternative would be the same as that proposed for the proposed project (staff
recommended conditions WORKER SAFETY-1 to WORKER SAFETY-6).

The types of construction and operational impacts of the Drainage Avoidance #1
Alternative would be the same as those of the proposed project. The proposed project
impacts are found to be less than significant under CEQA with the incorporation of
conditions of certification, and impacts of this alternative would be even smaller due to
the smaller extent of construction disturbance and the smaller number of SunCatchers
of the alternative. Like the proposed project, the construction and operation of the
Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be in compliance with all applicable LORS for
both long-term and short-term project impacts in the area of worker safety and fire
protection with the adoption of the proposed conditions of certification. The mitigation
that would be proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the same
as that proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions WORKER
SAFETY-1 to WORKER SAFETY-6).

Like the proposed project, the construction and operation of the Drainage Avoidance #2

alternative would be in compliance with all applicable LORS for both long-term and
short-term project impacts in the area of worker safety and fire protection with the
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adoption of the proposed conditions of certification. The mitigation that would be
proposed for the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative would be the same as that
proposed for the proposed project (staff recommended conditions WORKER SAFETY-1
to WORKER SAFETY-6).

As staff concludes that the proposed project would not have substantial impacts on local
fire protection services, it would not cause a under CEQA impact on the public. Thus
Staff concludes that the No Project/No Action alternative would not avoid or lessen a
significant impact under CEQA compared to the proposed project. Staff concludes that if
the applicant for the proposed SES Solar Two Project provides project construction
safety and health and project operations and maintenance safety and health programs,
as required by proposed WORKER SAFETY conditions of certification; SES Solar Two
would incorporate sufficient measures to ensure adequate levels of industrial safety and
comply with applicable LORS. As worker safety is a LORS-conformity requirement, the
No Project/No Action alternative consideration is not applicable to the worker safety
topic.

NOTEWORTHY PUBLIC BENEFITS

Staff has identified the following public benefits.

1. Greenhouse gas (GHG) related noteworthy public benefits include the construction
and operation of renewable and low-GHG emitting generation technologies and the
potential for successful integration into the California and greater WECC electricity
systems. Renewable energy facilities, such as the Solar Two Project, are needed to
meet California’s mandated renewable energy goals.

2. The SES Solar Two Project would employ an advanced solar thermal technology.
Solar energy is renewable and unlimited. The project would have a less than
significant adverse impact under CEQA on nonrenewable energy resources (natural
gas). Consequently, the project would help in reducing California’s dependence on
fossil fuel-fired power plants.

3. The science of paleontology is advanced by the discovery, study and duration of
new fossils. These fossils can be substantial if they represent a new species, verify a
known species in a new location and/or if they include structures of similar
specimens that had not previously been found preserved. In general, most fossil
discoveries are the result of excavations, either purposeful in known or suspected
fossil localities or as the result of excavations made during earthwork for civil
improvements or mineral extraction. Proper monitoring of excavations at the
proposed SES Solar Two facility, in accordance with an approved Paleontological
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, could result in a benefit to the science of
paleontology and should minimize the potential to damage a substantial
paleontological resource.

4. Itis noteworthy that a solar electric generating facility such as the proposed SES
Solar Two Project would emit substantially less toxic air containment (TACSs) to the
environment than other energy sources available in California such as natural gas or
biomass, thereby reducing the health risks that would otherwise occur with these
non-renewable energy sources. At the same time, the proposed Solar Two Project
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would provide much needed electrical power to California residences and
businesses, and would contribute to electric reliability. Electrical power is not only
necessary to maintain a functioning society, but it also benefits many individuals who
rely on powered equipment for their health (such as dialysis equipment and
temperature control equipment). For example, it is documented that during heat
waves in which elevated air-conditioning use causes an electrical blackout,
hospitalizations and deaths due to heat stroke are increased and injury/deaths rise
from indirect impacts when public safety measures are lost (traffic lights, elevators,
etc.).

5. Important public benefits discussed under the fiscal and non-fiscal effects section
are: capital expenditures, construction and operation payroll, and sales tax.
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A - INTRODUCTION
Jim Stobaugh and Christopher Meyer

INTRODUCTION

The proposed action evaluated within this Staff Assessment (SA)/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) is the construction and operation of the Stirling Energy Systems
Solar Two (SES Solar Two) Project, a proposed solar thermal electricity generation
facility located on both private lands and public lands managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in Imperial County, California. The SA/DEIS represents a joint
environmental review document developed by the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) and BLM to evaluate potential impacts associated with the proposed action.

When considering an energy project for licensing, the Energy Commission is the lead
state agency for evaluating environmental impacts of a proposed licensing action under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SA, the result of the Energy
Commission staff's environmental evaluation process, is functionally equivalent to the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Because the proposed project is located on public lands managed by the BLM, BLM is
the lead federal agency for evaluating environmental impacts of the proposed right-of-
way grant under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS is the BLM’s
environmental evaluation of the potential impacts that could result from the authorization
of the requested right-of-way. The Department of Energy (DOE) and BLM signed an
MOU in January of 2010 to have the DOE as a cooperating agency on this project. The
applicant has applied to the DOE for a loan guarantee under Title XVII of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05), as amended by Section 406 of the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act of 2009, P.L. 111-5 (the "Recovery Act"). Should DOE decide to
enter into negotiation of a possible loan guarantee with the Applicant, DOE would
become a cooperating agency in developing the final EIS. The purpose and need for
action by DOE is to comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects
that meet the goals of the Act. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is also a
cooperating agency on the FSA/EIS with the BLM pursuant to the Clean Water Act
(CWA) which authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Corps, to issue
permits regulating the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United
States (U.S.).

In August 2007, the Energy Commission and BLM California Desert District (CDD)
entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to jointly develop the
environmental analysis documentation for solar thermal projects which are under the
jurisdiction of both agencies. The purpose of the MOU is to avoid duplication of staff
efforts, share staff expertise and information, promote intergovernmental coordination,
and facilitate public review. This document represents the Energy Commission’s SA, as
well as the BLM’s DEIS. Following a 90-day public comment period, the BLM and
Energy Commission staff will issue a Supplemental SA (SSA)/Final EIS (FEIS).

This SA/DEIS is a staff document. It is neither a document of the California Energy
Commission Siting Committee, a draft decision by the Siting Committee, nor a decision
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document approving the right-of-way grant by BLM. The SA/DEIS describes and
evaluates the following:

e the proposed project;
e the existing environment;

e whether the facilities can be constructed and operated safely and reliably in
accordance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS);

e the environmental consequences of the proposed project including potential public
health and safety impacts;

e the potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project in conjunction with other
existing and known planned developments;

e mitigation measures proposed by the applicant, staff, interested agencies, local
organizations, and interveners which may lessen or avoid potential impacts;

e the proposed conditions under which the project should be constructed and
operated, if it is certified (known as “conditions of certification”); and

e alternatives to the proposed project.

The analyses contained in this SA/DEIS are based upon information from the: 1) Application
for Certification (AFC), 2) responses to data requests, 3) supplementary information
from local, state, and federal agencies; interested organizations; and individuals, 4)
existing documents and publications, 5) independent research, and 6) comments at
workshops. The SA/DEIS presents conclusions about potential environmental impacts
and conformity with LORS, as well as proposed conditions of certification/mitigation
measures that apply to the design, construction, operation, and closure of the facility.
Each proposed condition of certification/mitigation measure is followed by a proposed
means of verification that the condition has been met.

BACKGROUND

Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two LLC’s business model includes the development and
deployment of the Stirling solar dish systems (referred to as SunCatchers) technology.

It has formed the limited liability corporation Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two (referred
to as applicant or SES Solar Two, LLC hereafter) for the purposes of filing ROW
applications with the BLM for the use of public land and for filing an AFC with the
Energy Commission. SES Solar Two, LLC has executed Power Purchase Agreements
and interconnection agreements with San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) to deliver
750 megawatts (MW) of electricity to the California market.

The applicant has applied for a ROW grant from the BLM to construct the SES Solar
Two Project that will occupy 6,140 acres of federal land managed by the BLM and
approximately 360 acres of privately owned land, use approximately 32 acre feet of
water per year, produce a nominal 750 MW of electricity, and operate for a term of 40
years. SES Solar Two, LLC has also filed an AFC with the Energy Commission. Under
California law, the Energy Commission has regulatory authority for certifying applications
for thermal power generating facilities in excess of 50 MW in size.
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Additionally, the applicant has applied to the DOE for a loan guarantee pursuant to Title
XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct). The application currently under review for
a loan guarantee for the SES Solar Two Project was made September 14, 2009. The EPAct
established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy projects that employ
innovative technologies. Title XVII of EPAct authorizes the Secretary of Energy to make
loan guarantees for a variety of types of projects, including those that “avoid, reduce, or
sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, and employ
new or significantly improved technologies as compared to commercial technologies in
service in the U.S. at the time the guarantee is issued.” The two principal goals of the loan
guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in the U.S. of new or significantly
improved energy-related technologies and to achieve substantial environmental benefits.
DOE can comply with the requirements under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet
the goals of the Act. DOE is using this NEPA process to assist in determining whether
to issue a loan guarantee to SES Solar Two, LLC to support the proposed project.

The proposed project could help meet the explicit policy goals of the State of California
and the Federal goals of producing 10% of the nation’s electricity from renewable sources
by 2012 and 25% by 2025. Authorities include:

e Executive order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act
expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the
“production and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.”

e The EPAct, which requires the Department of the Interior (BLM’s parent agency) to
approve at least 10,000 MW of renewable energy on public lands by 2015.

e Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which "establishes the development
of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.”

Al AGENCY AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The Energy Commission has the exclusive authority to certify the construction, modification,
and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 MW or larger. The Energy Commission
certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional, or local agencies and by
federal agencies to the extent permitted by federal law (Pub. Resources Code, § 25500).
The Energy Commission must review power plant AFCs to assess potential environmental
impacts including potential impacts to public health and safety, and potential measures
to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Resources Code, § 25519), and compliance with
applicable governmental laws or standards (Pub. Resources Code, § 25523 (d)). The
Energy Commission staff's analyses were prepared in accordance with Public Resources
Code, section 25500 et seq.; Title 20, California Code of Regulations, section 1701 et
seq.; and CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 21000 et seq.).

The BLM's authority for the proposed action includes Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) of 1976 [43 United States Code (U.S.C.) 1701 et seq.], Section 211 of the
EPAct (119 Stat. 594, 600), and BLM’s Solar Energy Development Policy of April 4,
2007. The FLPMA authorizes BLM to issue right-of-way (ROW) grants for renewable
energy projects. Section 211 of the EPACct states that the Secretary of the Interior should
seek to have approved a minimum of 10,000 MW of renewable energy generating capacity
on public lands by 2015.
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Title XVII of EPAct authorizes the Secretary of Energy to make loan guarantees for eligible
projects, including those that “avoid, reduce, or sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic
emissions of greenhouse gases, and employ new or significantly improved technologies
as compared to commercial technologies in service in the U.S. at the time the guarantee
is issued.” SES Solar Two, LLC has applied to the DOE for a loan guarantee pursuant
to Title XVII of the EPAct. DOE is participating in the review of this NEPA document as a
cooperating agency (40 CFR 81508.5) to ensure that analyses needed to support its
decision-making on whether to provide a loan guarantee to SES Solar Two, LLC are
provided in the EIS.

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the USACE,
to issue permits regulating the discharge of dredged or fill material into the waters of the
U.S. Waters of the U.S. are broadly defined in Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), title 33,
section 328.3, subdivision (a), to include navigable waters, perennial, intermittent, and
ephemeral streams, lakes, rivers, ponds, as well as wetlands, marshes, and wet meadows.

A.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CASE AND PROPERTY
DESCRIPTION)

The proposed action is designated by BLM as ROW serial number CACA-47740.

The following sections or portions of sections in Township 16 of the San Bernardino
Meridian identify the project site and the planned boundary for development of the SES
Solar Two Project.

Within Township 16 South, Range 11 East of the San Bernardino Meridian defined by:
e the portion of Section 7 south of the railroad ROW,

e the portion of the southwest quarter section and the north half of the southeast
guarter section of Section 9 south of the railroad ROW,

e the southeast quarter-quarter section of the northeast quarter section and the east
half of the southeast quarter section of Section 14 north of the I-8 ROW and east of
Dunaway Road,

e the southwest, northwest, and southeast quarter-quarter sections of the southwest
guarter section of Section 15, and the southwest quarter-quarter of the southeast
guarter section of Section 15,

e the northwest quarter and southeast quarter of Section 16,
e all of Section 17,

e Section 18, excluding the southwest and southeast quarter-quarter sections of the
northeast quarter section,

e the northwest quarter and the portion of the west half of the southwest quarter of
Section 19 north of the I-8 ROW,

e the portion of Sections 20 and 21 north of the I-8 ROW, and

e the portion of the north half of the northwest quarter section and the northwest
guarter-quarter section of the northeast quarter section of Section 22 north of the
-8 ROW.
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Township 16 South, Range 10 East defined by:

e the portions of Sections 12, 13, and 14 south of the railroad ROW,
e the portions of Section 22 south of the railroad ROW,

e all of Sections 23 and 24, and

e the portions of Sections 25, 26, and 27 north of the I-8 ROW.

A.3 LAND USE PLAN CONFORMANCE AND AMENDMENT

The principal land use plan affecting this proposed project is the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management’s California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended.
In the CDCA Plan, the location of the proposed SES Solar Two facility includes land that
is classified as Multiple-Use Class L (Limited Use). The Plan states that solar power
facilities may be allowed within Limited Use areas after NEPA requirements are met.
This DEIS acts as the mechanism for complying with those NEPA requirements.

Because solar power facilities are an allowable use of the land as it is classified in the
CDCA Plan, the proposed action does not conflict with the Plan. However, Chapter 3,
“Energy Production and Utility Corridors Element” of the Plan also requires that newly
proposed power facilities that are not already identified in the Plan be considered through
the Plan Amendment process. The proposed SES Solar Two facility is not currently
identified within the Plan, and therefore a Plan Amendment is required to include the
facility as a recognized element within the Plan.

Land within Imperial County is classified according to Land Use Zoning Designations
under the Imperial County General Plan, and Land Use Zoning Districts under the
County Development Code. The Development Code implements the General Plan by
regulating the use of land within unincorporated portions of the County. The Development
Code identifies the land area of the proposed SES Solar Two facility as Open Space
Preservation Zone, a designation that does not allow use for electric power generation.

Planning Criteria (BLM)

The CDCA Plan planning criteria are the constraints and ground rules that guide and
direct the development of the Plan Amendment. They ensure that the Plan Amendment
is tailored to the identified issues and ensure that unnecessary data collection and
analyses are avoided. They focus on the decisions to be made in the Plan Amendment,
and will achieve the following:

“Sites associated with power generation of transmission not identified in the Plan will be
considered through the Plan Amendment process.”

Because the proposed facility is not currently identified within the CDCA Plan, an
amendment to identify the proposed facility within the Plan is hereby proposed. As
specified in Chapter 7, Plan Amendment Process, there are three categories of Plan
Amendments, including:

e Category 1, for proposed changes that will not result in significant environmental
impact or analysis through an EIS;
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e Category 2, for proposed changes that would require a significant change in the
location or extent of a multiple-use class designation; and

e Category 3, to accommodate a request for a specific use or activity that will require
analysis beyond the Plan Amendment Decision.

Based on these criteria, approval of the proposed project would require a Category 3
amendment. This section summarizes the procedures necessary to evaluate the proposed
Plan Amendment, as well as the procedures required to perform the environmental
review of the ROW application.

Statement of Plan Amendment. The Implementation section of the Energy Production
and Utility Corridors Element of the CDCA Plan lists a number of Category 3 amendments

that have been approved since adoption of the Plan in 1980. An additional amendment

is proposed to be added to this section of the Plan, and would read “Permission granted
to construct solar energy facility (proposed SES Solar Two Project).”

Plan Amendment Process. The Plan Amendment process is outlined in Chapter 7 of
the Plan. In analyzing an applicant’s request for amending or changing the Plan, the
BLM District Manager, Desert District, will:

1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation
prohibits granting the requested amendment.

2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available which would meet
the applicant’s needs without requiring a change in the Plan’s classification, or an
amendment to any Plan element.

3. Determine the environmental effects of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s
request.

4. Consider the economic and social impacts of granting and/or implementing the
applicant’s request.

5. Provide opportunities for and consideration of public comment on the proposed
amendment, including input from the public and from federal, State, and local
government agencies.

6. Evaluate the effect of the proposed amendment on BLM management’s desert-wide
obligation to achieve and maintain a balance between resource use and resource
protection.

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Proposed Plan Amendment. The Decision Criteria
to be used for approval or disapproval of the proposed amendment require that the
following determinations be made by the BLM Desert District Manager:

1. The proposed amendment is in accordance with applicable laws and regulations;
2. The proposed amendment will provide for the immediate and future management,
use, development, and protection of the public lands within the CDCA.

The BLM Desert District Manager will base the rationale for these determinations on the
principles of multiple uses, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality
as required in FLPMA.
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Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Application. In addition to defining the required
analyses and Decision Criteria for Plan Amendments, the Plan also defines the
Decision Criteria to be used to evaluate future applications in the Energy Production
and Utility Corridors Element of Chapter 3. These Decision Criteria include:

1. Minimize the number of separate rights-of-way by utilizing existing rights-of-way as a
basis for planning corridors;

Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables;
Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications;
Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible;

Conform to local plans whenever possible;

o gk~ wb

Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness
recommendations;

7. Complete the delivery systems network;
8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made; and

9. Consider corridor networks which take into account power needs and alternative fuel
resources.

Factors to be Considered. The Plan also states that, in the evaluation of proposed
power plants, BLM will use the same factors affecting the public lands and their
resources as those used by the Energy Commission. These factors are the
environmental information requirements defined in the California Code of Regulations
(CCR) Title 20, Appendix B, and include:

e General (Project Overview) e Biological Resources

e Cultural Resources e Water Resources

e Land Use e Soils

e Noise e Paleontological Resources

e Traffic and Transportation e Geological Hazards and Resources
e Visual Resources e Transmission System Safety and
e Socioeconomics Nuisance

e Air Quality e Facility Design

e Public Health e Transmission System Design

e Hazardous Materials Handling ¢ Reliability

e Worker Safety o Efficiency

e \Waste Management

The specific determinations required for the Plan Amendment evaluation are discussed
in detail below. This DEIS acts as the mechanism for evaluating both the proposed
project application, and the proposed Plan Amendment. The factors specified in CCR
Title 20, Appendix B are included within the scope of the analysis presented in the DEIS.
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Results of CDCA Plan Amendment (BLM)

Required Determinations

1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation
prohibits granting the requested amendment.

The applicant’s request for a ROW was properly submitted, and this DEIS acts
as the mechanism for evaluating and disclosing environmental impacts associated
with that applications. No law or regulation prohibits granting the amendment.

2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available which would meet
the applicant’s needs without requiring a change in the Plan’s classification, or an
amendment to any Plan element.

The CDCA Plan does not currently identify any sites as solar generating
facilities. Therefore, there is no other location within the CDCA which could serve
as an alternative location without requiring a Plan Amendment. The proposed
project does not require a change in the Multiple-Use Class classification for any
area within the CDCA.

3. Determine the environmental affects of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s
request.

This DEIS acts as the mechanism for evaluating the environmental effects of
granting the ROW and the Plan Amendment.

4. Consider the economic and social impacts of granting and/or implementing the
applicant’s request.

This DEIS acts as the mechanism for evaluating the economic and social
impacts of granting the ROW and the Plan Amendment.

5. Provide opportunities for and consideration of public comment on the proposed
amendment, including input from the public and from federal, State, and local
government agencies.

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to amend the CDCA Plan was published in the Federal
Register October 17, 2008, Vol. 73, No. 202 Fed. Reg.61902-61903. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency provided comments during the 30-day NOI
scoping period. In accordance with the NOI, issues identified during the scoping
period are placed in the comment categories below.

6. Issues to be resolved in the plan amendment:

Several comments were received with concerns over the loss of open space and
recreational lands if the plan was amended to allow industrial use. This comment
is being resolved through this Plan Amendment.

7. Issues to be resolved through policy or administrative action:

All other comments received addressed specific environmental impacts and
mitigation measures that each commenter requested be analyzed in the SA/DEIS.
These comments are being resolved by being considered within this DEIS.
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8. Issues beyond the scope of this plan amendment:

No comments were received which were outside of the scope of this Plan
Amendment.

9. Evaluate the effect of the proposed amendment on BLM management’s desert-wide
obligation to achieve and maintain a balance between resource use and resource
protection.

The balance between resource use and resource protection is evaluated within the
DEIS. Title VI of the FLPMA, under CDCA, provides for the immediate and future
protection and administration of the public lands in the California desert within the
framework of a program of multiple use and sustained yield, and maintenance of
environmental quality. Multiple use includes the use of renewable energy resources,
and through Title V of FLPMA, the BLM is authorized to grant ROWSs for generation
and transmission of electric energy. The acceptability of use of public lands within
the CDCA for this purpose is recognized through the Plan’s approval of solar
generating facilities within Multiple-Use Class L. The purpose of the DEIS is to
identify resources which may be adversely impacted by approval of the proposed
project, evaluate alternative actions which may accomplish the purpose and need
with a lesser degree of resource impacts, and identify mitigation measures and
Best Management Practices (BMPs) which, when implemented, would reduce the
extent and magnitude of the impacts and provide a greater degree of resource
protection.

Conformance of ROW Application with Decision Criteria (BLM)

1. Minimize the number of separate ROWSs by utilizing existing ROWSs as a basis for
planning corridors:

The proposed project assists in minimizing the number of separate ROWSs by
being proposed largely within existing Corridor N. Electrical transmission
associated with the proposed project will occur within these existing corridors,
and placement of the facility adjacent to these corridors minimizes the length of
new corridors necessary for transmission of natural gas to the site.

2. Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables:
Placement of the proposed project within existing Corridor N maximizes the joint-
use of this corridor for natural gas and electrical transmission.

3. Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications:

This decision criterion is not applicable to the proposed project. Placement of the
proposed facility adjacent to existing corridors does not require designation of
alternative corridors to support the proposed project.

4. Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible:

The extent to which the proposed project has been located and designed to avoid
sensitive resources is addressed throughout the DEIS. BLM and other Federal
regulations that restrict the placement of proposed facilities, such as the presence
of designated Wilderness Areas or Desert Wildlife Management Areas were
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considerations in the original siting process used by the applicant to identify
potential project locations. The project location and configurations of the boundaries
were modified in consideration of mineral resources. The alternatives analysis
considered whether the purpose and need of the proposed project could be
achieved in another location, but with a lesser effect on sensitive resources.

5. Conform to local plans whenever possible:

The extent to which the proposed project conforms to local plans is addressed
within the Land Use section of the DEIS. The proposed project is in conformance
with the Imperial County General Plan.

6. Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness
recommendations:
The proposed project is not located within a designated Wilderness Area or
Wilderness Study Area.
7. Complete the delivery systems network:
This decision criterion is not applicable to the proposed project.

8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made:

This decision criterion is not applicable to the proposed project. Approval of the
proposed project would not affect any other projects for which decisions have
been made.

9. Consider corridor networks which take into account power needs and alternative fuel
resources:

This decision criterion is not applicable to the proposed project. The proposed
project does not involve the consideration of an addition to or modification of the
corridor network. However, it does utilize facilities located within Corridor N,
which were designed with consideration of both power needs and locations of
alternative fuel resources.

A4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES (CEQA)

APPLICANT OBJECTIVES

The applicant’s project objectives are set forth below. The fundamental objective is to
build a solar project that generates 750 MW of renewable solar energy that will help the
State meet its Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) goals for new renewable electric
generation. To assist in meeting the requirement for additional generating capacity, the
applicant has developed solar technology which requires commercial-scale development
to demonstrate its technical and commercial viability, and has entered into power
purchase agreements to provide power from renewable sources into the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO) system.
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e Provide up to 750 MW of renewable electric capacity under a 20-year PPA to SDG&E,

e Contribute to the 20% renewables RPS target set by California’s governor and
legislature,

e Assist in reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the electricity sector,

e contribute to California’s future electric power needs, and

e Assist the CAISO in meeting its strategic goals for the integration of renewable
resources, as listed in its Five-Year Strategic Plan for 2008-2012 (CAISO 2007).

CEQA OBJECTIVES

State Objectives

Senate Bill 1078, passed on 2002, established the California RPS, which requires utilities
to increase their sale of electricity produced by renewable energy sources, including
solar facilities, by a minimum of 1% per year with a goal of 20% of their total sales by
2017. However, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), Energy Commission,
and the California Power Authority adopted the Energy Action Plan (EAP), which pledged
that the agencies would meet an accelerated goal of 20% by the year 2010. As a result,
the California Senate passed Senate Bill 107 to be consistent with the EAP, and
accelerated the implementation of RPS, requiring utilities to meet the goal of 20%
renewable energy generation by 2010. In November 2008, California’s Governor instituted
Executive Order S-14-08 which establishes an updated RPS goal that all retail sellers
of electricity shall serve 33% of their load with renewable energy by 2020. The project
would allow California utilities to increase the percentage of renewable resources in
their energy portfolio, and aid the utilities in reaching the goals set forth by the RPS.

CEQA guidelines require a clearly written statement of objectives to guide the lead
agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives and aid decision-makers in
preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations. CEQA specifies that the
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project (Section

15126.6(a)).These objectives reflect the applicant’s objectives and the BLM’s stated
purpose and need of the project and will be considered in the comparison of alternatives,
as required under both NEPA and CEQA. The Energy Commission developed the
following objectives for the project:

1. to safely and economically construct and operate an up to 750 MW, renewable power
generating facility in California capable of selling competitively priced renewable
energy consistent with the needs of California utilities;

2. to locate the facility in areas of high solarity with ground slope of less than 5%;

3. to complete the impact analysis of the project so that if approved, construction could
be authorized in 2010 and beyond.
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A5 PURPOSE AND NEED (NEPA)

BLM PURPOSE AND NEED

NEPA guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that
environmental impact statements’ Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify the
underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the
alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 81502.13). The following discussion
sets forth the purpose of, and need for, the project as required under NEPA.

The BLM'’s purpose and need for the SES Solar Two Project is to respond to SES Solar
Two, LLC’s application under Title V of FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW grant to
construct, operate, and decommission a solar thermal facility on public lands in compliance
with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other Federal applicable laws. The BLM will
decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant
to SES Solar Two, LLC for the proposed SES Solar Two Project. The BLM'’s actions will
also include consideration of amending the CDCA Plan concurrently. The CDCA Plan
(1980, as amended), while recognizing the potential compatibility of solar generation
facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation or
transmission not identified in that plan be considered through the plan amendment
process. If the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the BLM will also
amend the CDCA Plan as required.

In conjunction with FLPMA, BLM authorities include:

e Executive order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act
expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the “production
and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.”

e The EPAct, which requires the Department of the Interior (BLM’s parent agency) to
approve at least 10,000 MW of renewable energy on public lands by 2015.

e Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which "establishes the development
of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.”

DOE PURPOSE AND NEED

The EPAct of 2005 established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy
projects that employ innovative technologies. Title XVII of the EPAct authorizes the
Secretary of Energy to make loan guarantees for a variety of types of projects, including
those that “avoid, reduce, or sequester air pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of
greenhouse gases, and employ new or significantly improved technologies as compared
to commercial technologies in service in the U.S. at the time the guarantee is issued.”

The two purposes of the loan guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in
the U.S. of new or significantly improved energy-related technologies and to achieve
substantial environmental benefits. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to
comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals
of the Act.
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USACE PURPOSE AND NEED

The USACE uses two purpose and need statements to identify and analyze a reasonable
range of alternatives under Section 404(b)(1). These include the basic project purpose
and the overall project purpose.

The basic project purpose is used to determine whether a proposed project is water
dependent (i.e., whether it requires a location that affects waters of the U.S.). The basic
project purpose comprises the fundamental, essential, or irreducible purpose of the
Preferred Action Alternative, and is used by the USACE to determine whether the
applicant's project is water dependent.

The basic project purpose for the Preferred Plan Alternative is: “Energy Production.”

The basic project purpose is not water dependent but will affect waters of the U.S. in the
form of ephemeral streams and therefore, the applicant has the burden of rebutting the
presumption that there is a less damaging alternative for the proposed activity that
would not affect waters of the U.S. {840 CFR 230.10(a)(3.)}.

The overall project purpose is the basic project purpose with consideration of costs and
technical and logistical feasibility.

The overall project purpose is “To provide a renewable energy facility in Southern
California.”

A.6 PROJECT EVALUATION AND DECISION PROCESS

Energy Commission Process

The Energy Commission’s siting regulations require staff to independently review the
AFC and assess whether the list of environmental impacts contained is complete and
whether additional or more effective mitigation measures are necessary, feasible, and
available (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, 88 1742 and 1742.5(a)).

In addition, staff must assess the completeness and adequacy of the measures proposed
by the applicant to ensure compliance with health and safety standards and the reliability
of power plant operations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1743(b)). Staff is required to
develop a compliance plan (coordinated with other agencies) to ensure that applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards are met (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 20, § 1744(b)).

Staff conducts its environmental analysis in accordance with the requirements of the
CEQA. No additional EIR is required because the Energy Commission’s site certification
program has been certified by the California Resources Agency as meeting all
requirements of a certified regulatory program (Pub. Resources Code, § 21080.5 and
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15251 (j)).

Staff’'s impact assessment, including the recommended conditions of certification, is
only one piece of evidence that the Siting Committee will consider in reaching a decision
on the proposed project and making its recommendation to the full Energy Commission.
At the public hearings, all parties will be afforded an opportunity to present evidence
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and to rebut the testimony of other parties, thereby creating a hearing record on which a
decision on the project can be based. The hearing before the Siting Committee also
allows all parties to argue their positions on disputed matters, if any, and it provides a
forum for the Committee to receive comments from the public and other governmental
agencies.

Following the hearings, the Siting Committee’s recommendation to the full Energy
Commission on whether or not to approve the proposed project will be contained in a
document entitled the Presiding Members’ Proposed Decision (PMPD). Following its
publication, the PMPD is circulated in order to receive written public comments. At the
conclusion of the comment period, the Siting Committee may prepare a revised PMPD.
At the close of the comment period for the revised PMPD, the PMPD is submitted to the
full Energy Commission for a decision.

BLM Process

The DEIS is available for a 90-day public comment period. Following completion of that
period, BLM will review and develop responses to comments provided by the public and
other agencies. The responses to the comments, and other information identified during
this period, will be incorporated into a FEIS, which will make a recommendation regarding
the preferred alternative. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the FEIS will be published
when the FEIS becomes available for public review. The FEIS will be available for public
review for a minimum of 30-days before the BLM issues a Record of Decision (ROD).
The decision regarding the ROW grant is in full force and effect; however, it is appealable
to the Interior Board of Land Appeals upon issuance of the ROD. The FEIS will also
contain a proposed decision to amend the BLM Plan. Proposed plan amendment
decisions may be protested within 30-days of the proposed decision. BLM cannot make
a final decision regarding issuance of a ROW grant or amending the Plan until any Plan
protest is resolved.

Under the NEPA process, the significance of the impacts is developed based on the
definition of “significantly” provided in NEPA regulations Section 1508.27. This evaluation
includes both the context of the action with respect to the affected resources, as well as
the intensity of the effect on those resources. The following are considered in evaluating
the intensity:

e Whether the impact is beneficial or adverse;
e The degree to which the proposed action affects public health or safety;

e Unique characteristics of the geographic area, including parks, farmlands, wetlands,
wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas;

e The degree to which the effects are likely to be highly controversial,

e The degree to which the effects are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown
risks;

e The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions;

¢ Whether the action may be individually insignificant, but cumulatively significant
when combined with other actions;
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e The degree to which the action may adversely affect significant scientific, cultural, or
historical resources;

e The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened
species or its habitat; and

e Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, State, or local law or requirements
imposed for the protection of the environment.

As outlined in NEPA regulations Section 1502.16, the analysis also includes a discussion
of both direct and indirect effects and their significance, adverse environmental effects
which cannot be avoided, whether impacts are short-term or long-term, and any
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources.

The decisions to be made by the agencies (licensing by the Energy Commission, and
ROW grant by BLM) are independent of each other.

DOE Process

When the FEIS is completed and made available to the public by BLM, DOE will carry
out an independent review to ensure that DOE comments have been addressed and
that the proposed action is substantially the same as the action described in the EIS. If
these conditions are met, DOE will adopt the FEIS without having to recirculate it
pursuant to CEQ NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1506.3(c).

While the FEIS is being developed, DOE will also be carrying out a detailed technical
and legal evaluation of the proposed project pursuant to its procedures for loan
guarantees set out at 10 CFR Part 609. DOE may reach agreement on a conditional
commitment for a loan guarantee prior to completion of the FEIS and the BLM ROW
grant; however, in this case a condition precedent will be included in the conditional
commitment requiring that the NEPA review and the BLM ROW grant process be
completed before DOE closes the loan guarantee transaction.

Following conclusion of the NEPA process and the BLM decision on issuance of the
ROW grant, DOE will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) and proceed to close the loan
guarantee transaction provided that the applicant has satisfied all the detailed terms and
conditions contained in the conditional commitment and other related documents, and
all other contractual, statutory, and regulatory requirements.

USACE Process

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Corps,
to issue permits regulating the discharge of dredged or fill materials into the "navigable
waters at specified disposal sites." Section 502 of the CWA further defines "navigable
waters" as "waters of the United States, including territorial seas."” "Waters of the United
States" are broadly defined in Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.), title 33, section 328.3,
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subdivision (a), to include navigable waters, perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral
streams, lakes, rivers, ponds, as well as wetlands, marshes, and wet meadows. Section
328.3, subdivision (a) specifically defines "waters of the United States," as follows:

1. All waters which are currently used, or were used in the past, or may be
susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all waters which
are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;

2. Allinterstate waters including interstate wetlands;

3. All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including
intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes,
wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction
of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters:

i. Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for
recreational or other purposes; or

ii. From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate
or foreign commerce; or

iii. Which are used or could be used for industrial purpose by industries in
interstate commerce;

4. Allimpoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States
under the definition;

5. Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a)(1)-(4) of this section;
6. The territorial seas;

7. Wetlands adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands)
identified in paragraphs (a)(1)-(6) of this section.

8. Waters of the United States do not include prior converted cropland.
Notwithstanding the determination of an area's status as prior converted cropland
by any other federal agency, for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, the final
authority regarding Clean Water Act jurisdiction remains with the EPA.

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the
requirements of CWA (other than cooling ponds as defined in 40 C.F.R. 123.11(m)
which also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the United States.

The lateral limits of the Corps' jurisdiction in non-tidal waters under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act are defined by the "ordinary high-water mark" (OHWM) unless adjacent
wetlands are present. The OHWM is a line on the shore or edge of a channel established
by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical characteristics such as a clear,
natural line impressed upon the bank, shelving, changes in the character of soill,

! This regulation, 33 C.F.R., §328.3, and the definitions contained therein, have been the subject of
recent litigation. In addition, the United States Supreme Court has recently limited the scope and extent of
the Corps' jurisdiction over "navigable waters" and "waters of the United States" under the CWA. (See, e.g.,
Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook Cty. v. United States Army Corps of Engineers (2001) 531 United
States 159; Rapanos v. United States (2006) 126 S.Ct. 2208 Despite the impacts of these recent decisions,
the definitions continue to provide guidance to the extent that they establish an outer limit on the Corps'
jurisdiction over "waters of the United States,"” and, therefore, are referenced here for that purpose.
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destruction of vegetation, or the presence of debris. (33 C.F.R., 8328.3, subd. (e).) As
such, waters are recognized in the field by the presence of a defined watercourse with
appropriate physical and topographic features. If wetlands occur within, or adjacent to,
waters of the United States, the lateral limits of the Corps' jurisdiction will extend beyond
the OHWM to the outer edge of the wetlands (33 C.F.R. 8328.4(c)).The upstream limit
of jurisdiction in the absence of adjacent wetlands is the point beyond which the OHWM
is no longer perceptible. (33 C.F.R., 8328.4; see also 51 Fed. Reg., 841217.)

The CWA Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines govern the issuance of permits authorizing the
placement of fill material into waters of the United States, and state that no discharge of
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the
proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem,
so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental
consequences. (40 C.F.R., 8230.10, subd. (a).)

Under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines, the applicant must demonstrate avoidance or
minimization of impacts to waters of the United States to the maximum extent practicable.
Under the above requirements, the Corps can only issue a Section 404 Permit for the
"least environmentally damaging practicable alternative” (LEDPA). In addition, the
Corps is prohibited from issuing a permit that is contrary to the public interest. (33
C.F.R., 8320.4.)

The section 404(b)(1) Guidelines also extend additional protection to certain rare and/or
sensitive aquatic habitats. These are termed "special aquatic sites,"” and include six
categories: sanctuaries and refuges, wetlands, mudflats, vegetated shallows, coral
reefs, and riffle/pool complexes. (40 C.F.R., 88230.40-230.45.) For proposed activities
involving discharges into special aquatic sites, the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines require
consideration of whether the activity is dependent on access or proximity to, or siting
within, a special aquatic site in order to fulfill its basic project purpose. If an activity is
determined not to be water dependent, the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines establish the
following two presumptions (40 C.F.R., 8230.10, subd. (a)(3)), which the applicant is
required to rebut in addition to satisfying the alternatives analysis requirements:

That practicable alternatives not involving discharges of fill material into special aquatic
sites are presumed to be available; and

That all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge not involving a discharge into
a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impacts on the aquatic
ecosystem.

For non-water-dependent projects, the applicant must rebut these presumptions in order
to demonstrate compliance with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

Section 401 of the CWA requires that an applicant for a federal permit (including a Section
404 Permit) for an activity that may result in any discharge into navigable waters provide
state certification that the proposed activity will not violate state and federal water quality
standards.

The USACE's assessment of the project and alternatives also emphasizes avoidance
and minimization of impacts to waters of the United States, including all special aquatic
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sites in the project area. The above assessment method for evaluating temporary and
permanent impacts to the physical and biological attributes of the aquatic environment
will also be utilized for the required 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis (40 CFR 230). The
evaluation of impacts and the development of appropriate mitigation measures in this
section will also be used to demonstrate compliance with the Mitigation Rule (33 CFR
Parts 325 and 332). As discussed in the Mitigation Rule, the USACE will consider a
variety of methods to ensure that any required compensatory mitigation for impacts to
jurisdictional waters of the United States provides adequate compensation for the loss
of physical and biological functions and services in the project area. To address temporal
impacts and to increase the level of certainty associated with any required compensatory
mitigation, the USACE would require up-front compensatory mitigation at a minimum
1:1 ratio of functional units lost prior to any permanent impacts to waters of the United
States as well as concurrent mitigation throughout construction activities in jurisdictional
areas associated with the Project and alternatives.

A.7 AGENCY AND PUBLIC COORDINATION

As noted previously, the Energy Commission certification is in lieu of any permit required
by state, regional, or local agencies and by federal agencies to the extent permitted by
federal law (Pub. Resources Code, 8§ 25500). However, both the Energy Commission
and BLM typically seek comments from and work closely with other regulatory agencies
that administer LORS that may be applicable to the proposed project. The following
paragraphs describe the agency coordination that has occurred through this joint SA/EIS
process.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

The Corps has jurisdiction to protect water quality and wetland resources under Section
404 of the CWA. Under CWA authority, the Corps reviews proposed projects to determine
whether they may impact such resources, and/or be subject to a Section 404 permit.
Throughout the SA/DEIS process, the Energy Commission, BLM, and the applicant
have provided information to the Corps to assist them in making a determination
regarding their jurisdiction and need for a Section 404 permit. The Corps determined
that the proposed SES Solar Two Project would result in fill of waters of the U.S. and
would require a Standard Individual Permit (SIP) subject to CWA Section 404(b)(1)
guidelines.

U.S. National Park Service

The National Park Service manages the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail,
which is believed to cross the proposed project area. Because of the potential impacts
to the Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, the Park Service was invited to
participate review and provide comment on the SA/DEIS. On December 18, 2009, the
National Park Service accepted the BLM invitation to become an Invited Signatory and
consulting party in the development of a Programmatic Agreement for the SES Solar
Two Project. The National Park Service has special interest in ensuring the protection of
the historic properties on the proposed project site, including the Juan Bautista de Anza
National Historic Trail.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction to protect threatened and
endangered species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Formal consultation
with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is required for any federal action that may
adversely affect a federally-listed species. The endangered peninsular bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis nelsoni) has been observed on the project site, as well as the flat-
tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii). Though the flat-tailed horned lizard found is
not currently listed, the USFWS had been recently instructed by a federal district court
to reinstate the proposal to list the flat-tailed horned lizard under the federal Endangered
Species Act (FESA). Therefore, formal consultation with the USFWS is not required,;
however, conference has been initiated by the BLM through the preparation and
submittal of a Biological Assessment (BA) which describes the proposed project to the
USFWS. Following review of the BA, the USFWS is expected to issue a Biological
Opinion (BO) for the peninsular bighorn sheep and a Conference Opinion for the flat-
tailed horned lizard, which will specify mitigation measures which must be implemented
for the protection of the species.

State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board

The Colorado River Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has the authority
to protect both surface water and groundwater resources at the proposed project
location. Throughout the SA/DEIS process, the Energy Commission, BLM, and the
applicant have invited the RWQCB to participate in public scoping and workshops, and
have provided information to assist the agency in evaluating the potential impacts and
permitting requirements of the proposed project. Although the RWQCB has not yet
responded with comments on the proposed project, staff has specified conditions to
satisfy anticipated requirements of dredge and fill permit/waste discharge requirements.
Staff will work with the RWQCB during the comment period to address any necessary
changes to the requirements. These requirements will be included as a recommended
Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure.

California Department of Fish and Game

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) have the authority to protect
water resources of the state through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under
Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. The Energy Commission, BLM, and the
applicant have provided information to CDFG to assist in their determination of the
impacts to streambeds, and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. The
applicant filed an application for a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG
on October 30, 2009. The CDFG is currently reviewing the application and working on
the requirements of the Streambed Alteration Agreement. These requirements will be
included as a recommended Condition of Certification/Mitigation Measure.

Tribal Relationships

The BLM has notified affected Indian Tribes regarding the proposed project, has sought
their comments, and has invited them to consult on the project on a government-to-
government basis. The affected Indian Tribes are currently working with the BLM, Energy
Commission, and the State Historic Preservation Officer’s office on the development of
the Programmatic Agreement.
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Public Coordination

Both the Energy Commission’s CEQA-equivalent process and the BLM’s NEPA process
provide opportunities for public participation in the scoping of the environmental analysis,
and in the evaluation of the technical analyses and conclusions of that analysis. For the
Energy Commission, this outreach program is primarily facilitated by the Public Adviser’s
Office (PAO). As part of the coordination of the environmental review process required
under the Energy Commission/BLM California Desert District MOU, the agencies have
jointly held public meetings and workshops which accomplish the public coordination
objectives of both agencies. This is an ongoing process that to date has involved the
following efforts:

Libraries

The AFC was sent to the county libraries in El Centro, Ocotillo, Fresno, and Eureka; the
main branches of the San Diego and San Francisco public libraries; the University
Research Library at UCLA; the California State Library; and the Energy Commission’s
library in Sacramento.

Outreach Efforts

The PAQO'’s public outreach is an integral part of the Energy Commission’s AFC review
process. The PAO reviewed information provided by the applicant and also conducted
its own outreach efforts to identify and locate local elected and certain appointed
officials, as well as "sensitive receptors” (including schools, community, cultural and
health facilities, and daycare and senior-care centers, as well as environmental and
ethnic organizations). There were not any sensitive receptors identified within a 6-mile
radius of the proposed site for the project.

Notices for workshops and hearings have been and will continue to be distributed to
those agencies, individuals, and businesses that are currently on or request to be placed
on the project’s mailing list. Notices were distributed for the Informational Hearing and
Site Visit, which was conducted on November 24, 2008, in El Centro, California.

Coincident with the PAO’s outreach efforts, BLM solicited interested members of the
public and agencies through the NEPA scoping process. BLM published a NOI to
develop the EIS and amend the CDCA Plan in the Federal Register, Vol. 73, and

No. 202 Fed. Reg.61902-61903, dated October 17, 2008. The Energy Commission’s
November 24, 2008 Informational Hearing also acted as the Public Scoping meetings
for the EIS, as required by NEPA.

Throughout the process, the Energy Commission and BLM have held additional joint
Issue Resolution, alternatives identification, and data response workshops which
were announced and made available to the public. These workshops were held on
December 18, 2008 and May 7, 2009 in El Centro, California, and on February 10, 2009
in Sacramento, California. The Energy Commission has also continued to accept and
consider public comments, and has issued orders granting petitions to intervene to the
California Unions for Reliable Energy.

Those agencies and individuals that have provided comments concerning the project
have been considered in staff's analysis. This SA/DEIS provides agencies and the
public with an opportunity to review the Energy Commission staff’'s analysis of the
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proposed project. Comments received on this SA/DEIS will be taken into consideration
in preparing the subsequent project documents, including the Supplemental SA/FEIS.

Energy Commission regulations require staff to notice, at a minimum, property owners
within 1,000 feet of a project and 500 feet of a linear facility under its jurisdiction. This
was done for the SES Solar Two Project. Staff's ongoing public and agency coordination
activities for this project are discussed under the Public and Agency Coordination
heading in the Executive Summary.

The AFC, this SA/DEIS, and other project documents are located on the Energy
Commission’s website at http://www.energy.ca.gov/sitingcases/solartwo/index.html.

Summary of Public and Agency Comments

The BLM and Energy Commission processes include soliciting comments regarding the
scope of the analysis from other government agencies, the public and non-governmental
organizations. The persons and organizations which provided scoping comments, and
the general issues addressed within their comments, are provided in Introduction
Tables 1 and 2 below.

February 2010 A-21 INTRODUCTION



Introduction Table 1

Summary of Written Comments Received by the Energy Commission

Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

resources.

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
COMMENT LETTERS FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES
United States EPA-1 EPA supports the use of renewable energy resources. See Note 1
Envwon_mental EPA-2 Purpose and Need: Provide a clear and objective statement of the project’s Purpose and Need
Protection Agency d d
(EPA) (letter dated purpose and need.
11/14/08) EPA-3 Alternatives: Provide a robust range of alternatives; explain why some Alternatives
alternatives were eliminated; look at alternative sites, capacities, technologies.

EPA-4 Biological Resources: Address threatened and endangered species in Biological Resources and
detail, including baseline conditions; how avoidance, minimization, and Areas of Critical
mitigation measures will protect species; and long-term management and Environmental Concern
monitoring efforts.

EPA-5 Air Quality: Detailed discussion of ambient air quality; quantify project Air Quality
emissions; identify emissions sources (mobile, stationary, ground disturbance);
identify the need for an Equipment Emissions Mitigation Plan (EEMP) and
Fugitive Dust Control Plan during construction.

EPA-6 Climate Change: Address climate change and how climate change could Air Quality
potentially affect the project; identify any climate change benefits of the
project.

EPA-7 Cumulative Impacts: Clearly identify resources that may be cumulatively Cumulative Impacts (in
impacted and the geographic area that will be impacted by the project; look sections by environmental
at past impacts on resources; identify opportunities to avoid and minimize parameter)
cumulative impacts.

EPA-8 Water Resources: Evaluate project need for water and effects on water Hydrology, Water Use, and
supply. Water Quality

EPA-9 Groundwater: Direct and indirect effects on groundwater. Hydrology, Water Use, and

Water Quality
EPA-10 Water Resources: Impacts on springs, open water bodies, other aquatic Hydrology, Water Use, and

Water Quality, and Biological
Resources
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

EPA-11 Water Use: Clarify the water rights permitting process. Project Description

EPA-12 Water Quality: Potential need for a Section 404 permit. Hydrology, Water Use, and

Water Quality, and Biological
Resources

EPA-13 Water Quality: Discuss any Section 303(d) impaired waters in the project Hydrology, Water Use, and
area. Water Quality

EPA-14 Consultation with Tribal Governments: Describe process for and outcome | Cultural Resources and
of government-to-government consultation; discuss any National Register of | Native American Values
Historic Places properties and any Indian Sacred Sites; and development of
a Cultural Resources Management Plan.

EPA-15 Environmental Justice: Identify environmental justice populations in the Socioeconomics and
project area and potential impacts of the project on those populations; Environmental Justice
identify whether the impacts are disproportionate on those populations;
discuss any coordination with environmental justice populations.

EPA-16 Recreation: Address effects of the project on recreational users in the project Land Use
area, including potential hazards to those users associated with the project
facilities; identify appropriate safety precautions.

EPA-17 Invasive Species: Address potential for project to introduce invasive species; Biological Resources
how they will be controlled; development of an invasive species management
plan; and restoration, as appropriate, of native species.

EPA-18 Hazardous Materials and Wastes: Address the potential for direct, indirect, Hazardous Materials
and cumulative impacts of hazardous wastes generated during project Management
construction and operation; identify types and volumes of wastes; identify
handling, storage, disposal, and management plans; alternative industrial
processes using less toxic materials should be considered.

EPA-19 Land Use: Identify consistency and/or conflicts with federal, State, Tribal, Land Use
and local land use plans, policies, and controls in the project study area.

Imperial Irrigation IID-1 Supports the proposed SES Solar Two project. See Note 1
District (1ID) (letter
dated 11/24/08) (see
Note 3)
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

Open Area, Superstition Hills Recreation Area, Painted Gorge Recreation
Area, and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park.

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
COMMENT LETTERS FROM GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS
El Centro Chamber of ECCC-1 Supports the proposed Solar Two project. See Note 1
Commerce and Visitors
Bureau (letter dated
11/24/08) (see Note 3)
Teri Weiner, Imperial DPC-1 Cultural Resources: Complete surveys of cultural artifacts, sites, and areas | Cultural Resources
County Projects and in the project area are needed; local archaeologists should be considered;
Conservation consultation with Native American tribes is needed; need to address
Coordinator, Desert cumulative impacts.
Protective Council DPC-2 Land Use: Need to address project and cumulative loss of public lands to Land Use
(letter dated 12/30/08) th icularl ect
(see Note 3) other uses (particularly energy projects).
DPC-3 Biological Resources: Need to address impacts to sensitive plants and Biological Resources
animals; conduct species surveys at appropriate times of the year.
DPC-4 Invasive Species: Control of invasive species during construction and Biological Resources
operation.
DPC-5 Animals and Plants: Potential impacts of scraping for roads on sensitive Biological Resources
and rare plants and animals.
DPC-6 Air Quality: Air quality (PMy, [particulate matter less than 10 microns in size]); | Air Quality
prevention of air quality impacts during project construction and operation.
DPC-7 Water Supplies/Use: Impacts on Ocotillo/Nomirage aquifer; overall effect on | Hydrology, Water Use, and
demand for water. Water Quality
DPC-9 Land Use, Visual, and Noise: Impacts to community character in the Land Use, Visual Resources,
Ocotillo and Nomirage communities; dark skies impacts; noise impacts. Noise
DPC-10 Aviation Impacts: Air space impacts; glare to pilots. Health and Safety
DPC-11 Recreation: Address impacts to recreational experience at the Plaster City Land Use

February 2010

A-24

INTRODUCTION




Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

to assess the net energy production value of the project.

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
Alex Daue, Renewable | TWS-1 Description of the Wilderness Society and the Natural Resources Defense See Note 1
Energy Coordinator, Council.
The Wildemess Society, TWS-2 Supports responsible use of renewable energy resources in a responsible See Note 1
and Johanna Wald, h blic land
Senior Attorney, Natural manner when on public fands.
Resou_rces Defense TWS-3 Recommend that United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land See Note 1
Council (letter dated Management (BLM) continue to improve its right-of-way application process,
12/31/08) including appropriate best management practices (BMPs) and addressing
the difference between solar development and other uses of right-of-way,
and prioritize development on already disturbed lands close to existing
transmission facilities.
TWS-4 Project Description: The Solar Two site appears to have potential for Project Description
developing solar energy with fewer impacts to resources than other areas
managed by BLM; should prioritize on already disturbed lands and in
proximity to existing transmission lines.
TWS-5 Minimize and mitigate unavoidable impacts to resources and values. In sections by environmental
parameter.
TWS-6 Cultural Resources: Prioritize protection of area’s cultural resources; Cultural Resources
develop strategies to minimize and mitigate unavoidable effects on cultural
resources; conduct ongoing consultation with local Native American tribes.
TWS-7 Biological Resources: Prioritize protection of species in the project area; Biological Resources
analyze project impacts on species; develop BMPs and other steps to
minimize and mitigate unavoidable impacts on resources.
TWS-8 Water Supply/Use: Confirm that the water needed for the project is available | Hydrology, Water Use, and
and consistent with existing Energy Commission policy. Water Quality
TWS-9 Project Description: Concerns regarding viability of technology. Project Description
TWS-10 Project Phasing: Consider granting right-of-way for Phase | only, with Phase Project Description
Il dependent on approval finalization of the Sunrise Powerlink project and
resolution of additional issues regarding the Solar Two project.
TWS-11 Project Phasing: Consider establishing requirements for a demonstration of | Project Description
technological and economic viability with 3 to 5 years of approval of right-of-
way before extending the length of the right-of-way approval.
TWS-12 Project Description: Conduct an analysis of the energy return on investment Project Description
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

those jobs be met by existing employees in Imperial County or will they
require employees relocating from other areas?

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

TWS-13 Hazards: Analyze the potential effects of hydrogen leakage and identify Hazardous Materials
strategies to minimize and mitigate impacts. Management

TWS-14 Project Description/Funding: Want cash bonds to cover future decommis- Project Description
sioning costs with bonds phased consistent with the project phasing.

Edie Harmon, Sierra SC-1 Alternatives: Analyze a range of alternatives to avoid the impacts of the project | Alternatives

Club, San Diego on cultural resources and to overall reduce the reliance on fossil fuels.

Chapter (letter dated - . - . .

1/2/09) (see Note 4) SC-2 Altgrnatlves. Suggest No Project Alternative include other energy-generating | Alternatives
options.

SC-3 Alternative Use of Funds: Suggest using money from Solar Two and See Note 1
Sunrise Powerlink projects for conservation and weatherization improvements.

SC-4 Alternatives: Suggest installing units in San Diego County closer to the Alternatives
users of the electricity.

SC-5 Alternatives: Suggest installing units in Imperial County at dispersed locations. Alternatives

SC-6 Alternative Sites: Suggest looking at alternative sites such as Mesquite Alternatives
Lake that are already disturbed or looking at multiple smaller sites.

SC-7 Alternatives: Use the Stirling SunCatcher dish at existing natural gas or Alternatives
coal-fired power plants.

SC-8 Project Description: Why is the electricity generated by Solar Two not going | Project Description
to be available to IID for use in Imperial County?

SC-9 Project Description and Air Quality: How will high winds and fine-grained Project Description
dust affect the moveable parts of the SunCatcher assembly? How will the Air Quality
assembly be protected from the effects of high winds and dust?

SC-10 Project Description: What will be the effect of high winds and fine-grained Project Description
dust on the mean time between failure (MTBF) and the need to clean the
mirrors?

SC-11 Project Description: What effect will gypsum dust from the US Gypsum Project Description
Plaster City factory have on the facilities?

SC-12 Project Description: What was the MTBF at the New Mexico site? What is Project Description
the estimated MTBF at the proposed site?

SC-13 Socioeconomics: What kind of jobs at what skill levels will be created? Will Socioeconomics
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

SC-14 Project Description: Concern regarding going from small prototype to large- | Project Description
scale commercial facility without an intermediate level of facility or experience.

SC-15 Phasing: How will the project be phased? Project Description

SC-16 Project Description: What factors will contribute to MTBF and ongoing Project Description
facility maintenance?

SC-17 Project Description: How will materials for the project be brought to the Project Description
site?

SC-18 Project Description: How much hydrogen will be stored on site? Where will | Project Description
it be located on site?

SC-19 Project Funding: What is the financial experience of the project financial See Note 1
backers for this type of project? Where will all the money come from that is
needed for the entire project?

SC-20 Project Description/Funding: Want cash bonds to cover future decommis- Project Description
sioning costs; will components have any resale or recycling value; how much
material might end up in landfills; who will be responsible for the bond costs?

SC-21 Project Description: How will higher summer temperatures in Imperial Project Description
County affect the system?

SC-22 Project Description: How much water will need to be used for mirror Project Description
cleaning? How much will run off into the ground versus evaporation?

SC-23 Invasive Species: Introduction of nonnative invasive species; precautions or | Biological Resources
mitigation measures needed to prevent invasive species.

SC-24 Project Description: How will total dissolved solids (TDS) in the wastewater | Project Description
impoundment areas be handled to avoid runoff outside the impoundment
areas or becoming airborne as dust; how will TDS be disposed of; how will
the impoundment areas be managed and maintained; how will the waste
impoundment areas be addressed when the facility is decommissioned,
including restoration of the land occupied by the wastewater impoundment
areas; what strategies will be in place to minimize attracting birds to the
wastewater impoundment areas?

SC-25 Cultural Resources: Have all cultural resource studies been evaluated by See Note 1
outside consultants familiar with the area prior to release to the public?

SC-26 Cultural Resources: Address issues related to site potentially being Cultural Resources

designated as an Area of Traditional Cultural Concern (ATCC).
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

SC-27 Cultural Resources: Seek input from Native American groups and the State | Cultural Resources
Historic Preservation Officer.

SC-28 Visual Resources: Effect on visual resources in the area, including potential | Visual Resources
cumulative effect of this and other projects in the area.

SC-29 Traffic and Land Use: Traffic study should include traffic associated with Traffic and Land Use
Centinela State Prison; the prison should be labeled appropriately on figures.

SC-30 Hazards: Issues associated with the potential for Valley Fever; risks to project | Health and Safety
employees and employees/prisoners at Centinela State Prison.

SC-31 Cumulative Impacts: Consider potential for cumulative impacts of this project | Cumulative Impacts (in
and other nonrenewable and renewable energy, and land development sections by environmental
projects; cumulative impacts on biological resources, cultural resources, parameter)
environmental justice, air quality, and recreation uses/users.

SC-32 Seismic: Potential damage/risks to project associated with seismic activity, Geologic Stability
including activity on the nearby Elsinore/Laguna Salada fault.

Mussey Grade Road MG-1 Scoping: Requests that this comment letter be included in the scoping record. | Scoping Report
Alliance (letter dated . i ; ;
1/2/09) MG-2 Other Environmental Documgnt. Requgsts thgt thg Flnql Enwropmental See Note 2
Impact Report (EIR) for the Sunrise Powerlink project, including its mitigation
measures, be incorporated into the record for this project and used to scope
the current project.

MG-3 Project Description: Concerns regarding the commercial viability of the Project Description
proposed Stirling Energy Systems, LLC (SES) technology; will it work; will it
hold up to desert weather; not cost competitive.

COMMENT LETTERS FROM MEMBERS OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC
Marilyn Moskowitz MM-1 Opposed to the Solar Two project. See Note 1
(email dated 12/23/08) MM-2 Air Quality: Concerned regarding dust and potential health (asthma) effects | Air Quality
(see Note 3) .
on children.

MM-3 Water Use: Objects to the use of drinkable water from the Ocotillo aquifer for | Hydrology, Water Use, and
industrial uses. Water Quality

MM-4 Project Description: Concerned that cleanup costs be provided in a bond. Project Description

MM-5 Project Description: Concerned other technologies will quickly make the Project Description

Solar Two technology obsolete.
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

and other materials for the Sunrise Powerlink project in her comments.

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
Richard A. Ayers RA-1 Project Description: Who is financially responsible for cleanup if the Project Description
(letter dated 12/27/08) technology is not successful; taxpayer liability?
RA-2 Project Description/Purpose: Relationship to the Southwest Powerlink and | Project Description
role of Sempra.
RA-3 Project Description: SunCatcher reliability is not proven in actual operations. | Project Description
RA-4 Stirling engines not successfully adapted for other commercial uses. See Note 1
RA-5 Project Description: Issues related to metal creep, metal fatigue, and seal Project Description
integrity.
RA-6 Project Description: Need a level of project between small amount of units Project Description
tested at Sandia and total proposed number of units for the Solar Two
project; suggest 1 megawatt (MW)
RA-7 Recommends deferral of the Southwest Powerlink until needed in the future. | See Note 1
Cheryl Lenz CL-1 Project Description: Who is financially responsible for cleanup if the Project Description
(letter dated 1/2/09) technology is not successful; taxpayer liability?
CL-2 Project Description: SunCatcher reliability is not proven in actual operations. | Project Description
CL-3 Air Quality: Effects of sand storms and “white clouds” from Plaster City. Air Quality
CL-4 Project Description: Need a level of project between small amount of units Project Description
tested at Sandia and total proposed number of units for the Solar Two project;
suggest 1 MW
Charlene Ayers CA-1 Project Description: Concerns regarding viability of technology and Project Description
(letter dated 1/2/09) availability of technical information on the technology.
CA-2 Project Description: Potential effects of sand on the facility. Project Description
CA-3 Project Description: Commercial availability and viability of the technology. Project Description
Donna Tisdale DT-1 Suggests rejecting the SES Solar Two and other projects because they do not | See Note 1
(letter dated 1/2/09) represent the best and highest use of land, are not in the best interest of the
(see Note 3) taxpayers, and will result in loss of the use of public lands and recreation areas.
DT-2 Alternatives: Other technologies are less destructive, expensive, and time Alternatives
consuming for approvals/litigation.
DT-3 Other Environmental Document: Incorporates by reference the Final EIR See Note 2
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Name and Agency of

Where the Comments will

Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

DT-4 Incorporates by reference the San Diego Smart Energy 2020 report in her Refer to comment DT-3 above,

comments. which includes a copy of that
report.

DT-5 Project Funding: Concerned regarding availability/sources of funding. Project Description

DT-6 Project Description: SunCatcher reliability is not proven in actual operations. | Project Description

DT-7 Project Description: Construction of SunCatchers on site: where will that Project Description
facility be, how big will it be, what are the impacts of that facility?

DT-8 Land Use: Definition of “limited use” designation. Land Use

DT-9 Cultural Resources: Potential for additional cultural resources in the area. Cultural Resources

DT-10 Recreation: Impacts on recreation uses and users. Land Use

DT-11 Visual Resources: Effects of motion-sensitive lighting. Visual Resources

DT-12 Project Description: Need data on current wind conditions to understand Project Description
the effects of wind resulting in downtime.

DT-13 Project Description: Does Sunrise Powerlink have sufficient transmission Project Description
capacity available for the SES Solar Two project? If not, are there other
sources of capacity available?

DT-14 Socioeconomics: What kind of jobs at what skill levels will be created? Will Socioeconomics
those jobs be met by existing employees in Imperial County or other American
workers or will they require employees from other countries?

DT-15 Visual: Potential for glare impacts on motorists on Interstate 8, other streets, | Visual Resources
and United States Navy, United States Border Patrol, and general aviation
activities in the area.

DT-16 Visual: Potential for project and cumulative visual impacts. Visual Resources

DT-17 Cultural Resources: Potential for project and cumulative impacts on cultural | Cultural Resources
resources.

DT-18 Air Quality: Potential project impacts related to dust, hydrogen gas, and Air Quality
diesel emissions, and cumulative impacts with other area land uses.

DT-19 Water Use: Not clear that IID has committed to provide the water needed for | Hydrology, Water Use, and
the project. Water Quality

DT-20 Hydrology: Effects on watercourses and groundwater. Hydrology, Water Use, and

Water Quality
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Commenter (and Date | Comment be Addressed in the
of Comment) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
DT-21 Floods: Effects of rare floods on project facilities; project facilities and debris | Hydrology, Water Use, and
basins located in floodplains. Water Quality
DT-22 Project Description: Need better description of evaporation ponds and the Project Description
waste materials generated in those ponds.
DT-24 Recreation: Cumulative effects on recreation uses/users and general quiet Land Use
enjoyment of public lands.
DT-25 Cumulative Impacts: Potential effects related to a wide range of environmental | Cumulative Impacts (in
parameters. sections by environmental
parameter)
DT-26 Value of Land: Appraisal, calculation of value of BLM lands, likely fees that See Note 1
would be paid to BLM.
DT-27 Project Description: Concerned that cleanup costs be provided in a bond. Project Description
DT-28 Alternatives: Look at different technologies. Alternatives
Denis Trafecanty DET-1 Opposed to both the Sunrise Powerlink project and the Solar Two project. See Note 1
(letter dated 1/3/09) . o o . . . .
(see Note 5) DET-2 Project Description: SunCatcher reliability is not proven in actual operations. Project Description
DET-3 Project Description: Costs to produce electricity too high; refer to the San Project Description
Diego Smart Energy 2020 report attached to this comment.

NOTE 1:

NOTE 2:

NOTE 3:

NOTE 4:

NOTE 5:

This comment does not raise an issue under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). All
comments describing support for or opposition to the proposed project or asking for analyses not required under CEQA or NEPA will be considered by
the decision-makers at the BLM and the Energy Commission.

The Final EIR for the Sunrise Powerlink project (A.06-08-010) is on file at the Energy Commission and therefore does not need to be incorporated in
the record for this current project. The Energy Commission and the BLM used that document, plus other materials and past experiences on energy
projects, plus agency and public input provided during the scoping process, to scope the technical studies and environmental document for the proposed

Solar Two project.

This commenter also provided verbal comments at the November 24, 2008, scoping meeting and/or the December 18, 2008, workshop/scoping meeting.
Refer to Table 3.B for a summary of those verbal comments. Comments from these parties are numbered consecutively, including the written comments
in Table 3.A and the verbal comments in Table 3.B.

Ms. Harmon also provided written comments to the Energy Commission, as summatrized in Table 3.A, as a representative of the Sierra Club, San Diego
Chapter. Ms. Harmon did not indicate that she was commenting on behalf of the Sierra Club in her verbal comments provided at the two scoping
meetings. Therefore, her comments at the scoping meeting are numbered as comments from an individual and separately from her comments as a

representative of the Sierra Club.

Mr. Trafecanty also provided written comments to the Energy Commission, as summarized in Table 3.A, as an individual. In those written comments,
Mr. Trafecanty did not indicate that he was commenting on behalf of the Protect Our Communities Fund (POCF) as he did in his verbal comments at
the November 24, 2008, scoping meeting. Therefore, his verbal comments at the scoping meeting are numbered as comments from Mr. Trafecanty as
a representative of POCF and separately from his written comments to the Energy Commission as an individual.
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Introduction Table 2
Summary of Verbal Comments Received

at the November 24, 2008, and December 18, 2008, Scoping Meetings

Name and Agency

Where the Comments will

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE NOVEMBER 24, 2008, SCOPING MEETING

Paul Foley, California
Unions for Reliable
Energy (CURE),
Intervener (pg 10)

No comment; acknowledged his presence as a representative of CURE as
an intervener for the Solar Two project.

and 72)

Gary Wyatt, Supervisor, | GW-1 Supportive of renewable energy opportunities, and new industry/jobs in See Note 1
Imperial County (pp Imperial County; supportive of the Solar Two project.

62—-66)

John Mennvielle, IID-2 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project and its benefits for employment and | See Note 1
President, Imperial the regional economy.

Irrigation District (1ID)

Board of Directors (pp

66 and 67) (see Note 2)

Mark Gran, City Council | MG-1 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project, economic driver for the area, good See Note 1
Member, City of Imperial paying jobs.

(pp 67 and 68)

Marlene Best, Imperial MB-1 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project and the economic and employment | See Note 1
Valley Economic benefits.

Development

Corporation

(pp 68 and 69)

Connie Bergmark, CB-1 Public Participation: Supportive of renewable energy, wants to be kept Public Coordination
Resident, Imperial informed about construction and operations as project progresses.

Lakes (pp 69 and 70)

Jennifer Donavan, JD-1 Supportive of Solar Two project and employment and economic benefits. See Note 1
Resident, Imperial

Lakes (pg 70)

Maurice Lam (pp 71 ML-1 Supportive of Solar Two project and employment and economic benefits; See Note 1

area has substantial resources to offer to project.
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Name and Agency
of Commenter
(transcript pages)

Where the Comments will

Dennis Trafecanty,
Protect Our
Communities Fund,
San Diego Foundation
(pp 73-77) (see Note 4)

Comment be Addressed in the
Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
POCF-1 Project Description: Concerned about Stirling Energy Systems, LLC (SES) Project Description
and the Solar Two project; concerned about the commercial viability of the
project.
POCF-2 Project Description: Concerned about availability of funding for the project. Project Description
POCF-3 Project Description: Relationship to the Sunrise Powerlink project; does not | Project Description

think Sunrise Powerlink project is commercial.

POCF-4 Project Description: Concerned regarding public investment in Sunrise Project Description
Powerlink, which is part of the cost of the Solar Two project.
POCF-5 Purpose and Need: Questions when power will actually be needed in San Purpose and Need
Diego.
POCF-6 Air Quality and Health and Safety: Health concerns in Imperial Valley, Air Quality and Health and
asthma; concerned regarding bringing “dirty” fossil fuels from Mexico to Safety
support the San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E)/Sempra projects.
POCF-7 Project Description: Do not want transmission lines through open desert or Project Description
through Anza Borrego Desert State Park.
POCF-8 Impacts to big horn sheep and sheep migration route to Mexico. Biological Resources and
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
(ACEC)
Laura McDonald, LM-1 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project. See Note 1
SDG&E (pp 77 and 78)
Carroll Buckley, ECCC-2 Supportive of SES Solar Two project and employment and economic See Note 1
President of the El benefits.
Centro Chamber of
Commerce and Visitors
Bureau (pp 78 and 79)
(see Note 2)
Karen Collins (pp KC-1 Project Description: Concerned that energy generated will go to San Diego Project Description
79-81) with none to IID.
KC-2 Project Description: Concern regarding life expectancy of dishes and what Project Description
happens when they are abandoned.
KC-3 Cultural Resources: Concerned regarding impacts on cultural resources, Cultural Resources

National Register of Historic Places resources, Lake Kuwae, District for the
Yuha Intaglios, cremation sites.
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Where the Comments will

amendment and its relationship to the updated resource management plan.

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
KC-4 Alternatives: Suggests sites already disturbed by agricultural uses. Alternatives
KC-5 Alternatives: Site closer to water sources to take advantage of gravity flow Alternatives
and avoid the need for pumps.
KC-6 Water Supplies/Use: Does not think there is sufficient water available for the | Hydrology, Water Use, and
project. Water Quality
Tim Kelly, President TK-1 Appreciates current economic benefits based on presence of SES in Imperial | See Note 1
and Chief Executive County.
\(?Zl;flllcet;rEolgrl]irlnr?cperlal TK-2 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project, job creation, training for project See Note 1
Development jobs, dust mitigation/reduction in health impacts, tourism to see the project,
Corporation (pp 81-84) generation of energy, lower rates in Imperial County.
Christina Luhn, San REDC-1 Supportive of the SES Solar Two project for creation of jobs in industries that | See Note 1
Diego Regional have a future.
Economic Development
Corp. (pp 84 and 85)
Steve Taylor, SDG&E ST-1 Supportive of the Solar Two project and technology, benefits SDG&E See Note 1
(pp 85 and 86) achievement of defined renewable portfolio standard.
Carmen Lucas (pp CL-1 Cultural Resources: Commenter is a Native American, concerned regarding | Cultural Resources
86—90) survival of culture.
CL-2 Requests that a Native American monitor be included in site surveys. Cultural Resources
CL-3 Cumulative impacts of solar and geothermal projects on Bureau of Land Cultural Resources
Management (BLM) lands.
CL-4 Cultural Resources: Wants care taken; area has a lot of pottery deposits Cultural Resources
that could be sacrificial burial areas.
CL-5 Cultural Resources: Concerned regarding impacts outside immediate Cultural Resources
disturbance areas.
Elias Felix (pg 90) EF-1 Supportive of the Solar Two project, economic development, educational See Note 1
opportunities to learn about energy production alternatives.
Donna Tisdale (pp 90— DT-29 Project Description: Relationship of SES Solar Two project to the Sunrise Project Description
94) (see Note 2) Powerlink project. What is the need for Sunrise? Is there available capacity in
the Southwest Powerlink project?
DT-30 Project Description and Land Use: Concern about the BLM land use Project Description and Land

Use
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Name and Agency

Where the Comments will

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

DT-31 Socioeconomics: Concern that jobs go to local people and not people Socioeconomics
brought from outside the community.

DT-32 Project Description: Will project need tax breaks or incentives? Project Description

DT-33 Project Description: Why not build the fabrication factory in the project area? | Project Description

DT-34 Visual and Aesthetics, and Public Health and Safety: Concern regarding Visual and Aesthetics, and
reflection from mirrors on drivers and aircraft. Public Health and Safety

DT-35 Project Description: What will the cost of the Solar Two project be to Project Description
ratepayers?

DT-36 Cumulative Impacts: Concerned about cumulative impacts of various Cumulative Impacts
renewable energy projects, on 2.5 million acres of BLM lands.

Edie Harmon (pp EH-1 Air Quality: Questions the effect of dust on the mirrors and other moving Air Quality
94-99) (see Note 3) parts of the Solar Two project.

EH-2 Project Description: Effects of wind on the project components Project Description

EH-3 Project Description: Concern regarding the differences between Sandia, Project Description
New Mexico and the Imperial Valley; prototype was a smaller scale and in a
different type of area.

EH-4 Concern regarding impacts on cultural resources. Cultural Resources

EH-5 Project Description: Why isn’t the electricity being generated going to nearby | Project Description
land uses or the IID?

EH-6 Project Description: Is this project dependent on the Sunrise Powerlink Project Description
project?

EH-7 Alternatives: Why not alternative sources for San Diego in San Diego: Alternatives
rooftop solar, photovoltaics, distributed electricity?

EH-8 Project Description and Alternatives: Concerned that industry thinks public | Project Description and
lands are a less expensive way of getting land than using fallowed farmlands, | Alternatives
abandoned feedlots, areas where the soil is sterile, parking lots, rooftops.

EH-9 Air Quality: Concerns regarding carbon sequestration on the affected lands. | Air Quality
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Where the Comments will

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
Thomas Topuzes, TT-1 Supportive of the Solar Two project and the jobs it would provide. See Note 1
Co-Chair, MegaRegion
Initiative (pp 101 and
102)
Tim Dubose, Second TD-1 Supportive of the Solar Two project and the jobs it would provide. See Note 1
Vice-President, Building
Industry Association,
Desert Chapter (pp
102-105)
VERBAL COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE DECEMBER 18, 2008, SCOPING MEETING

Paul Foley, CURE,
Intervener (pp 9, 10,
23-26, 31-33, 41-43,

No comment; introduced himself as a representative of CURE as an
intervener for the Solar Two project.

water will come from.

CURE-1 Biological Resources: Questions regarding the jurisdictional delineation Biological Resources
70, 71, and 102) ) ) . e
provided by the applicant: status, whether it addresses the transmission or
water lines off the project site.
CURE-2 Project Description: Question regarding the value and disposal of scrap Project Description
metal when the project is decommissioned.
CURE-3 Water Quality and Project Permits: Will the project have a general or Water Quality and Project
individual storm water permit during construction? Have the appropriate Permits
water quality control agencies been contacted regarding the project?
CURE-4 Air Quality: Questions regarding air quality permit and dust mitigation. Air Quality
CURE-5 Project Description and Land Use: Questions regarding parcels that are Project Description and Land
not part of the project or are immediately adjacent to the project site and how | Use
access and other considerations regarding those parcels will be addressed.
CURE-6 Comment on the size of the project parcel (10 square miles) See Note 1
— No comment; acknowledged his presence as a representative of CURE as an | —
intervener for the Solar Two project (during the second half of the meeting).
Edie Harmon (pp 71— EH-10 Water Use/Supply: Questioned the amount of water that would be stored on | Water Use
88, 122, 123, 140-148, site and the issue of evaporation.
and 156-158) . . . . . . .
EH-11 Question regarding effects of high total dissolved solids (TDS) in area Water Quality
groundwater.
EH-12 Project Description and Water Use: Question regarding which aquifer Project Description and

Water Use
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Where the Comments will

profitability of the project.

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document

EH-13 Biological Resources: Comment that wastewater ponds should not be Biological Resources
attractive to wildlife.

EH-14 Project Description and Water Use: Question regarding how much water Project Description and
will be used by project. Water Use

EH-15 Project Description and Air Quality: Question on whether project roads will | Project Description and Air
be paved; issue of dust generation. Quality

EH-16 Project Description: Question regarding frequency of mirror washing. Project Description

EH-17 Cultural Resources: Concern regarding cultural resources, archaeological Cultural Resources
sites, historic trails in the area.

EH-18 Cultural Resources: Concern that cultural studies are conducted by persons | Cultural Resources
familiar with the desert and desert cultures.

EH-19 Cultural Resources: Concern that Native American issues be handled Cultural Resources
appropriately and sensitively.

EH-20 Air Quality and Public Health and Safety: Questions regarding airborne Air Quality and Public Health
soil fungi and potential effects on prisoners at the State Prison and as a and Safety
general public health issue.

EH-21 Wants the real estate appraisals to be public. See Note 1

EH-22 Alternatives: Look at alternative sites including Mesquite Lake, which is Alternatives
zoned for industrial uses.

EH-23 Alternatives: Look at an alternative site that is already disturbed, such as for | Alternatives
agriculture or feedlots.

EH-24 Cumulative Impacts: Look at cumulative impacts of all solar projects on Cumulative Impacts
BLM lands.

EH-25 Alternatives: Look at in-base and solar rooftop alternatives. Alternatives

EH-26 Air Quality and Socioeconomics: Address climate change and potential Air Quality and
effects on demographics in San Diego. Socioeconomics

EH-27 Project Description and Alternatives: Disperse units to provide electricity Project Description and
to the prison, schools, hospitals, etc; or to IID; or to meet high daytime demand | Alternatives
in the county.

EH-28 Project Description: Concerned that use of public land is solely to ensure Project Description
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Where the Comments will

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
EH-29 Visual and Aesthetics: Assess visual resources impacts consistent with the | Visual and Aesthetics
BLM Visual Resources Management guidelines.
EH-30 Project Description and Land Use: Concern on how the plan amendment Project Description and Land
will be done. Use
EH-31 Project Description: Will sources of funding include federal funding for a Project Description
private profit-making company?
EH-32 Project Description: Comments from Dr. Butler on the downtime for the Project Description
dishes.
EH-33 Project Description: Concerns regarding the reliability of the process and Project Description
the ability to provide the number of solar dishes proposed for this and other
projects.
EH-34 Project Description: Concerns about where the engines will be on the site. Project Description
EH-35 Project Description and Biological Resources: Concerns about the Project Description and
evaporation of water from the wastewater ponds; does not want the ponds Biological Resources
to be attractive to birds.
EH-36 Biological Resources: Concern regarding invasive plant species. Biological Resources
EH-37 Cultural Resources: Wants BLM to work closely with Native Americans. Cultural Resources
Donna Tisdale (pp 88, DT-37 Concerned that the Energy Commission/BLM should not depend on the See Note 1
89, and 48-152) (see Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for U.S. Gypsum because the commenter
Note 2) feels it was inadequate.
DT-38 Concerned that government employees are subject to substantial political See Note 1
pressure.
DT-39 Commented on approval of the Sunrise Powerlink project through the See Note 1
community of Boulevard.
DT-40 Project Description: Concerned with winds on the site; will an anemometer Project Description
be used?
DT-41 Cumulative Impacts: Wants cumulative visual impacts addressed, including | Cumulative Impacts
several projects in the vicinity of the Solar Two project.
DT-42 Project Description: Concerned that project is in early phases without Project Description

details on funding and manufacturing of the project components.
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of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
DT-43 Project Description: Concern about whether there is sufficient capacity in Project Description
the Sunrise Powerlink project for the Solar Two project and other projects in
line or proposed.
Teri Weiner, Desert DPC-1 Project Description: Questions regarding how the Solar Two energy Project Description
Protective Council generation process works.
(DPC) (pp 89-94, 123, . ) _ . . o
and 137-139) (see DPC-2 Biological Resources: Concerned regarding effects on the burrowing owl. Biological Resources
Note 2) DPC-3 Biological Resource: Concerned regarding effects on the flat-tailed horned Biological Resources
lizard.
DPC-4 Biological Resources and Project Permits: Question regarding need for a | Biological Resources and
Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Project Permits
Game.
DPC-5 Project Description: When would construction start? After the Project Description
environmental process?
DPC-6 Project Description and Land Use: Question on when the draft land use Project Description and Land
amendment would be released. Use
DPC-7 Requests an economic analysis comparing the Solar Two project with other See Note 1
renewable energy projects such as rooftop solar.
DPC-8 Alternatives: Concern regarding use of public lands for so many projects, Alternatives
including renewable energy such as the Solar Two project, when there are
alternative areas where those projects could be located.
DPC-9 Visual and Aesthetics: Importance of visual resources in the desert. Visual and Aesthetics
DPC-10 Socioeconomics: What are the economic impacts of the project? Socioeconomics
DPC-11 Public Health and Safety: Concern regarding glare from mirrors to aircraft. Public Health and Safety
DPC-12 Cultural Resources: Engage Native American leaders to provide input on Cultural Resources
the cultural integrity of the area.
DPC-13 Water Use: Concern regarding the demand for water to wash the mirrors. Water Use
Marilyn Moskowitz (pp MM-6 Air Quality and Public Health and Safety: Concerned regarding air quality Air Quality and Public Health
152-154) (see Note 2) in the area and health effects such as asthma. and Safety
MM-7 Water Sources and Use: Concerned regarding using drinking quality water Water Use
from the aquifer.
MM-8 Alternatives: An alternative to Solar Two would be rooftop solar. Alternatives

JANUARY 2010

A-39

INTRODUCTION




Name and Agency Where the Comments will

of Commenter Comment be Addressed in the
(transcript pages) Number Summary of Comments by Environmental Parameter or Topic Environmental Document
MM-9 Project Description: Concerned about technological obsolescence of the Project Description

project and who will be financially responsible at that point. Wants a large
bond posted for cleanup and restoration of the site.

MM-10 Alternatives: Shift from large mega stations to decentralized, localized, and Alternatives
alternative sources.

Steve Taylor, SDG&E ST-2 Supportive of the Solar Two project See Note 1
(pp 155 and 156)

NOTE 1:

NOTE 2:

NOTE 3:

NOTE 4:

This comment does not raise an issue under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) or the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) relative
to the proposed Solar Two project. All comments describing support for or opposition to the proposed project or asking for analyses not required under
CEQA and NEPA will be considered by the decision-makers at the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management and the
Energy Commission.

This commenter also provided written comments to the Energy Commission. Refer to Table 3.A for a summary of those comments. Comments from these
parties are numbered consecutively, including the written comments in Table 3.A and the verbal comments in Table 3.B.

Ms. Harmon also provided written comments to the Energy Commission, as summarized in Table 3.A, as a representative of the Sierra Club, San Diego
Chapter. Ms. Harmon did not indicate that she was commenting on behalf of the Sierra Club in her verbal comments provided at the two scoping
meetings. Therefore, her comments at the scoping meeting are numbered as comments from an individual and separately from her comments as a
representative of the Sierra Club.

Mr. Trafecanty also provided written comments to the Energy Commission, as summarized in Table 3.A, as an individual. In those written comments,
Mr. Trafecanty did not indicate that he was commenting on behalf of the Protect Our Communities Fund (POCF) as he did in his verbal comments at
the November 24, 2008, scoping meeting. Therefore, his verbal comments at the scoping meeting are numbered as comments from Mr. Trafecanty as
a representative of POCF and separately from his written comments to the Energy Commission as an individual.
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A.8 ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT

The SA/DEIS begins with an Executive Summary, Introduction, Proposed Action
Alternative/Project Description, Alternatives, and Cumulative Scenario. The environmental,
engineering, and public health and safety analyses of the proposed project are
contained in 20 separate chapters. They include the following: Air Quality, Biological
Resources, Cultural Resources and Native American Values, Hazardous Materials
Management, Land Use Recreation and Wilderness, Noise and Vibration, Public Health
and Safety, Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice, Soil and Water Resources,
Traffic and Transportation, Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance, Visual Resources,
Waste Management, Worker Safety and Fire Protection, Geology Soils and Paleontological
and Mineral Resources, Geologic Stability, Facility Design, Power Plant Efficiency,
Power Plant Reliability, and Transmission System Engineering. These chapters are
followed by the general project conditions and a summary of agency and public comments.
This is followed by a list of staff who contributed to the document and a reference list.
Each of the 20 technical area assessments includes a discussion of:

e laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS);

e the regional and site-specific setting;

e project direct and indirect impacts;

e mitigation measures;

e closure and decommissioning impacts and mitigation;

e N0 project/no action alternative;

e cumulative impacts;

e noteworthy public benefits;

e response to public and agency comments on the PSA;

e conclusions and recommendations; and

e mitigation measures/conditions of certification for both construction and operation
(as applicable).
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B.1.1

B.1 - PROPOSED PROJECT
Christopher Meyer and Jim Stobaugh

INTRODUCTION

On June 30, 2008, Stirling Engine Systems Solar Two, LLC, (SES Solar Two, LLC)
submitted an Application for Certification (AFC) to the California Energy Commission to
develop the Stirling Engine Systems Solar Two Project (SES Solar Two Project) on both
privately owned land and public land managed by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) in Imperial County, California. On October 1, 2008, the Energy Commission
accepted the AFC as complete. The applicant’s development plans have been updated
several times since filing its original right-of-way (ROW) and/or AFC applications with
the most substantial revisions summarized as follows in Project Description Table 1.

Project Description Table 1

Summary of Applicant’s Updates to the SES Solar Two Development Plans

Reference
Date Document Revisions to Proposed Project

06/08/2008 AFC The project site boundary was reduced from approx. 7,700

Section 1.4, acres to 6,500 acres and the electrical output was reduced
page 1-3 from 900 MW to 750 MW to avoid potentially significant

(SES2008a) impacts to cultural resources.

12/08/2008 | Data Response | The main entrance was relocated to the east on Evan Hewes

#39 Highway to improve visibility for oncoming traffic and move

(SES2008f) the guard shack onto the project site.

03/26/2009 | Data Response | The on-site road system was reduced to eliminate a majority

#53-110 of the east-west roads and minimize roads in washes.

(SES2008i)

06/12/2009 Supplement The water supply for the project was changed from the
to the AFC, potable water in the Westside Canal to reclaimed water from
Section 1.2 the Seeley Waste Water Treatment Facility, also requiring
(SES2009q) an extension of the proposed water pipeline.

06/12/2009 Supplement The hydrogen supply for the project was changed from off-
to the AFC, site reformation of natural gas to on-site production from
Section 1.3 electrolysis (from water). Environmental impacts related to
(SES2009q) hydrogen tank deliveries avoided.

11/23/2009 Additional Following the completion of the 35% engineering design,
Supportive SES Solar Two, LLC determined that SunCatchers would
Materials — be located in washes.
Biology and

Water
B.1.2 PROJECT LOCATION

The SES Solar Two Project site is located primarily on public land managed by the BLM.
The project site is approximately 100 miles east of San Diego, 14 miles west of El Centro,
and 4 miles east of Ocotillo. The following sections or portions of sections in Township
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16 of the San Bernardino Meridian identify the project site and the planned boundary for
development of the SES Solar Two Project (see Project Description Figure 1).

Within Township 16 South, Range 11 East of the San Bernardino Meridian defined by:
e the portion of Section 7 south of the railroad ROW,

e the portion of the southwest quarter section and the north half of the southeast
guarter section of Section 9 south of the railroad ROW,

e the southeast quarter-quarter section of the northeast quarter section and the east
half of the southeast quarter section of Section 14 north of the I-8 ROW and east of
Dunaway Road,

e the southwest, northwest, and southeast quarter-quarter sections of the southwest
guarter section of Section 15, and the southwest quarter-quarter of the southeast
guarter section of Section 15,

e the northwest quarter and southeast quarter of Section 16,
e all of Section 17,

e Section 18, excluding the southwest and southeast quarter-quarter sections of the
northeast quarter section,

e the northwest quarter and the portion of the west half of the southwest quarter of
Section 19 north of the 1-8 ROW,

e the portion of Sections 20 and 21 north of the I-8 ROW, and

e the portion of the north half of the northwest quarter section and the northwest
guarter-quarter section of the northeast quarter section of Section 22 north of the
-8 ROW.

Township 16 South, Range 10 East defined by:

e the portions of Sections 12, 13, and 14 south of the railroad ROW,
e the portions of Section 22 south of the railroad ROW,

e all of Sections 23 and 24, and

e the portions of Sections 25, 26, and 27 north of the I-8 ROW.

The proposed SES Solar Two Project also includes an electrical transmission line,
water supply pipeline, and a site access road. The off-site 6-inch-diameter water supply
pipeline would be constructed a distance of approximately 11.8 miles from the Seeley
Waste Water Treatment Facility (SWWTF) to the project boundary. The water supply
pipeline would be routed in the Evan Hewes Highway ROW, or adjacent to this ROW on
public and private lands. Approximately 7.56 miles of the 10.3-mile double-circuit
generation interconnection transmission line would be constructed off-site. The
transmission line would connect the proposed SES Solar Two substation to the existing
San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) Imperial Valley Substation. A site access road
would be constructed from Evan Hewes Highway to the northern boundary of the
project site (see Project Description Figure 2).
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B.1.3 PROCESS DESCRIPTION

The SunCatcher is a 25-kilowatt-electrical (kWe) solar dish Stirling system designed to
automatically track the sun and collect and focus solar energy onto a power conversion
unit (PCU), which generates electricity. The system consists of a 40-foot-high by
38-foot-wide solar concentrator in a dish structure that supports an array of curved glass
mirror facets. These mirrors collect and concentrate solar energy onto the solar receiver
of the PCU (see Project Description Figure 3)..

The PCU converts the focused solar thermal energy into grid-quality electricity. The
conversion process in the PCU involves a closed-cycle, 4-cylinder, 35-horsepower
reciprocating Solar Stirling Engine utilizing an internal working fluid of hydrogen gas that
is recycled through the engine. The Solar Stirling Engine operates with heat input from
the sun that is focused by the SunCatcher’s dish assembly mirrors onto the PCU’s solar
receiver tubes, which contain hydrogen gas. The PCU solar receiver is an external heat
exchanger that absorbs the incoming solar thermal energy. This heats and pressurizes
the hydrogen gas in the heat exchanger tubing, and this gas in turn powers the Solar
Stirling Engine.

A generator is connected to the Solar Stirling Engine; this generator produces the
electrical output of the SunCatcher. Each generator is capable of producing 25 kWe at
575 volts alternating current (VAC)/60 hertz (Hz) of grid-quality electricity when operating
with rated solar input. Waste heat from the engine is transferred to the ambient air via a
radiator system similar to those used in automobiles.

The hydrogen gas is cooled by a standard glycol-water radiator system and is
continually recycled within the engine during the power cycle. The conversion process
does not consume water. The only water consumed by the SunCatcher is for washing of
the mirrors to remove accumulated dust and replenishing small losses to the cooling
system radiator in a 50-50 glycol-water coolant.

B.1.3.1 SUNCATCHER COMPONENTS

The following section provides an overview of the three major SunCatcher components:
the foundation/pedestal, the dish assembly, and the PCU.

Foundation/Pedestal

The solar dish would typically be mounted on a foundation consisting of a metal pipe
that is hydraulically driven into the ground. This foundation is preferred because no
concrete is required, no spoils are generated, and the foundations can be completely
removed when the project is decommissioned. When conditions are not conducive to
the use of the metal pipe foundation, the foundation would consist of rebar-reinforced
concrete constructed below grade. Both of these foundation designs meet all applicable
structural design requirements and applicable LORS.

The SunCatcher pedestal on which the SunCatcher Dish Assembly is secured is
approximately 18 feet 6 inches in height and would be an integrated part of the metal
pipe foundation or would be a separate structure fastened to the rebar-reinforced
concrete foundation at ground level.
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Dish Assembly

The SunCatcher Dish Assembly is fitted with a trunnion that attaches to the pedestal.
Each Dish Assembly consists of a 38-foot by 40-foot steel structure that supports an
array of curved glass mirror facets. These mirrors form a curved shape engineered to
concentrate solar energy onto the solar receiver portion of the PCU. The Dish Assembly
includes azimuth and elevation drives for tracking the sun and a PCU support boom.

The SunCatcher Dish Positioning Control System employs proprietary algorithms to
track the sun. This system focuses the solar energy onto the solar receiver by controlling
elevation and azimuth drives, and executes startup, shutdown, and de-track procedures.
These procedures allow the dish to “wake up” from the night-stow position in the
morning to focus the dish mirror facets on the solar receiver of the PCU, and then to
track the sun during the daylight operating time of the project. The dish control system
also communicates with and receives instructions from the central control room via the
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. The system is designed to
place the dish into a “wind stow” position when sustained winds exceed 35 miles per
hour to protect the system from wind damage. The system also places the dish into
“wind stow” position on loss of communications with the central control room or on
receipt of a fault signal from the PCU control system.

Power Conversion Unit

The SunCatcher PCU converts the solar energy into grid-quality electricity. Hydrogen
gas is used in a closed-cycle heating/expansion — cooling/compression cycle to drive a
high-efficiency, 380-cubic-centimeter displacement, 4-cylinder reciprocating Solar
Stirling Engine. The Solar Stirling Engine powers an electrical generator that produces
25 kWe net output after accounting for on-board parasitic loads at 575-volt alternating
current, 60 Hz of grid-quality electricity. The PCU attaches to the end of the PCU boom.

The dimensions of the PCU are approximately 88 inches (7 feet) long by 63 inches
(5 feet) wide by 37 inches (3 feet) high. The PCU weighs approximately 1,400 pounds.

The PCU consists of six subsystems: solar receiver, Solar Stirling Engine, generator;
cooling system, gas management system, and the PCU control system. Each
subsystem is described below.

e Solar Receiver: The SunCatcher solar receiver consists of an insulated cavity with
an aperture that allows the solar energy to enter. Within the cavity are 4 heater heads.
Each heater head forms a tube network for one quadrant of the engine. The solar
flux, radio energy from the sun, heats the metal tubes and the heat is then transferred
through the tubes to the working hydrogen gas. The heat absorbed at the solar
receiver drives the Solar Stirling Engine.

e Solar Stirling Engine: The kinematic Solar Stirling Engine has evolved from a
Kockums kinematic Solar Stirling Engine design. Kockums, the world’s leader in
kinematic Solar Stirling Engines, has invested significant development into the design,
efficiency, and reliability of this type of Solar Stirling Engine since purchasing the
technology in 1970. The Kockums kinematic Solar Stirling Engine is used as a
propulsion source for submarines and is highly reliable, low maintenance, and highly
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efficient. Solar Two has further developed and improved the engine design specifically
for use in the SunCatcher.

e Generator: A generator is connected to the Solar Stirling Engine to produce the
electrical output of the SunCatcher. The PCU generator attached to each Solar
Stirling Engine is capable of producing up to 25 kWe at 575 VAC, 60 Hz of grid-
quality electricity when operating with a solar input of between 250 and 1,000 W/m?.
The generator output is connected to the power collection system.

e Cooling System: Waste heat from the hydrogen gas within the engine is transferred
to the ambient air via a radiator system similar to the type used in automobiles. The
SunCatcher cooling system is made up of ethylene-glycol fluid, a cooler in the gas
circuit, a radiator, a fluid circulation pump, and a cooling fan. The cooling fan and
circulation pump are driven by electric motors.

The system is used to cool the hydrogen gas before the compression portion of the
cycle. The pump circulates the cooling fluid through the gas cooler and radiator.
Waste heat from the hydrogen gas is transferred to the ethylene-glycol fluid in the
cooler. The coolant is then pumped through the radiator where the fan forces ambient
air over the cooling fins to remove heat. The heat is transferred to the atmosphere
via the airflow over the radiator.

e Gas Management System: The gas management system controls the working
pressure to ensure high efficiencies. The hydrogen gas is contained within a closed
and sealed cycle, yet a very small amount of the hydrogen working fluid does leak
(less than 200 cubic feet per dish per year) by the rod seals and is lost to the
atmosphere. As a result, an on-site distributed hydrogen system has been proposed
to replenish hydrogen lost to the atmosphere.

e Control System: The SunCatcher PCU control system monitors, controls, and
communicates PCU performance. Thermal detectors are monitored by the PCU
control system and the data are used to control the thermal balancing of the PCU.
Alarms and faults monitored by the PCU control system are communicated to the
Dish Positioning Control System and the Project SCADA system.

B.1.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed SES Solar Two Project would be a nominal 750-megawatt (MW) Solar
Stirling Engine project, with construction originally planned to begin in either late 2009
or early 2010. Although construction would take approximately 40 months to complete,
power would be available to the grid as each 60-unit group of Stirling Engine modules is
completed. The primary equipment for the generating facility would include approximately
30,000, 25-kilowatt solar dish Stirling systems (referred to as SunCatchers), their
associated equipment and systems, and their support infrastructure. Each SunCatcher
consists of a solar receiver heat exchanger and a closed-cycle, high-efficiency Solar
Stirling Engine specifically designed to convert solar power to rotary power then driving
an electrical generator to produce electricity. The 6,500-acre project site is located on
approximately 6,140 acres of public land managed by the BLM and approximately 360
acres of privately owned land.
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The applicant has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant for the project site from the
BLM California Desert District. Although the project is phased, it is being analyzed in
this SA/DEIS as if all phases would be operational at the same time.

Within the project boundary, the SunCatchers in Phase | require approximately 2,600
acres and those in Phase Il require approximately 3,500 acres. The total area required
for both phases, including the area for the operation and administration building, the
maintenance building, and the substation building, is approximately 6,500 acres. The
230-kV transmission line required for Phase | would parallel SDG&E'’s existing
Southwest Powerlink transmission line within the designated ROW. A water supply
pipeline for the project would be built on the existing Evan Hewes Highway ROW.

B.1.4.1 PROJECT SITE ARRANGEMENT

The basic building blocks for the project are 1.5-MW solar groups consisting of 60
SunCatchers. The 1.5-MW groups would be connected in series to create 3-, 6-, and
9-MW solar groups. The 3-, 6-, and 9-MW groups would be connected to overhead
collection lines rated at 48 MW or 51 MW. The typical solar groups would be arranged
as necessary to fit the contours of the site.

The entire project would be fenced for security, however the design of the fencing is
being determined in coordination with the regulatory and resource agency to protect
sensitive ecological areas and address storm flows in washes. The project would have 2
laydown areas. One laydown area would be located on approximately 110 acres east of
Dunaway Road and north of I-8. The other laydown area would be located on-site on
approximately 11 acres adjacent to the Main Services Complex.

The fenced boundary of the project would encompass approximately 6,500 acres of
land, not including the private parcels of land designated as not a part of the project.
Access to the federal land managed by the BLM would be authorized under a ROW
permit.

During project construction and operation, the main access to the project site would be
from the north, off the Evan Hewes Highway. Secondary access would be from the east
via Dunaway Road and I-8. The AFC proposed the development of the following
roadways on the project site: approximately 27 miles of paved arterial roads, approximately
14 miles of unpaved perimeter roads, and approximately 234 miles of unpaved access
routes. However, the applicant has committed to eliminating a number of the east-west
roads on the project site. The paved arterial roads would reduce fugitive dust while
allowing full access to all dishes and infrastructure. Polymeric stabilizers may be used in
lieu of traditional road construction materials for paved roads and/or to stabilize unpaved
roads. All access to the project site would be through controlled gates.

B.1.4.2 SOLAR POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

Project Description Table 2, Major Equipment List, and Project Description Table 3,
Significant Structures and Equipment, list the major equipment and significant structures
required for the SES Solar Two Project, respectively.
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Project Description Table 2

Major Equipment List

Description Quantity | Size/Capacity | Remarks
SunCatcher power 30,000 25 kWe Focuses solar energy onto a
generating system Power Conversion Unit to
generate 25 kWe of electricity
Generator collection sub- 2,500 400 A, 600V | Collects the output from 12
panel; distribution panel, 42 Stirling dish assemblies (one
circuit, with circuit breakers 300-MW solar group). Each dish
in a weatherproof enclosure assembly connects to a 40-A,
3-pole circuit breaker (36 poles).
Generator collection power 500 2,000 A Bus, | Collects 5 1.5-MW solar groups
center, distribution 600 V and connects one power factor
switchboard with 6 correction capacitor group.
400-A circuit breakers
Collector group generator 500 1,750 kVA, Step up power from 1.5-MW
step-up unit (GSU) 575V to solar group (60 Stirling dishes
transformer, with taps 34.5 kV assemblies).
Power factor correction 500 1,000 kVAR, Provides power factor correction
capacitor, switched in 5 600 V at the 1.5-MW solar group level.
each 200 kVAR steps
Open bus switch rack, 5 5 34.5kV, Each switch rack lineup collects
1,200-A feeder breakers, 3,000A 150 MW at 34.5 kV.
40-kA INT, with switches,
insulators, and bus work
Shunt capacitor bank, 5 34.5 kv, Provides power factor correction
switched in 6 15-MVAR 90 MVAR at the 150-MW solar group level.
steps
Dynamic VAR (DVAR) 1 34.5kV, Provides active VAR
compensation system in size to be compensation to maintain
coordination with shunt determined required power factor profile and
capacitor banks; size to be to aid in meeting low-voltage
determined by studies ride-through requirements.
Disconnect switch, 35 kV, 10 35 kV, Provides capability to isolate
200 kVBIL, group-operated 3,000 A power transformer from the
34.5-kV collection system.
Power transformer, 3-phase, 5 120/160/200 | Step up power from 34.5-kV
oil filled MVA, collection voltage to 230-kV
230/132.8 to | transmission voltage.
134.5/19.9 kv,
750 kV BIL
Power circuit breaker 7 242 kV, Transformer and line protection.
2,000 A, 40-kA
interrupting
capacity
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Description Quantity | Size/Capacity | Remarks
Coupling capacitor voltage 6 242 kV, 900 kV | Voltage source for protection
transformer BIL, 60 Hz, and control.
PT Ratio
1,200/2,000:1
Disconnect switch, 242 kV, 10 242 kV, For isolation of the power
900 kV BIL, group operated 2,000 A transformers, breakers and for
isolating the substation from the
interconnect transmission lines.
Diesel power generator set 1 250 kW, Installed at Main Services
480V Complex
Fire water pump, diesel 1 26 HP Installed at Main Services
Complex
Water Treatment 1 64,000 gpd Automatic reverse osmaosis

system

Source: SES Solar Two AFC (SES 2008a).

Notes:

A = ampere (amp)

BIL = basic impulse level

gpd = gallons per day

HP = horsepower

Hz = hertz

INT = international

kA = kilo amps

kv = kilovolt

kVA = kilovolt amps

Kvar = kilovolt amp reactive

kw = kilowatt

kWe = kilowatt-electric

MVA = megavolt amps

MVAR = megavolt amp reactive

MW = megawatts

\% = volts

VAR = volt amp reactive

w = watts

Project Description Table 3
Significant Structures and Equipment
Length | Width Height

Description Quantity (feet) (feet) (feet)
SunCatcher power generating system 30,000 38 38 40
Main Services Complex administration building 1 200 150 14
Main Services Complex maintenance building 1 180 250 44
Main SunCatcher assembly building 3 211 170 78
Raw water storage tank, 175,000 gallons 1 40 20
Demineralized water tank, 175,000 gallons 2 40 20
Potable Water Tank, 17,000 gallons 1 18 10
230-kV transmission line towers, double-circuit with 85 to 100 -- 32 90to 110
upswept arms
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Length | Width Height

Description Quantity (feet) (feet) (feet)
Generator collection sub-panel; distribution panel, 42 2,500 1 2.67 5
circuit, 400 A, 600 V, with circuit breakers in a weatherproof

enclosure

Generator collection power center, 2,000-A distribution 500 2 3.33 7.5
panels with 6 400-A circuit breakers

Collector group generator step-up unit transformer (GSU), 500 6.67 7.5 6.67
1,750 kVA, 575 V to 34.5 kV, with taps

Power factor correction capacitor, 600 V, 1,000 kVAR, 500 2.5 6.67 7.5
switched in 5, each 200 kVAR steps

Open bus switch rack, 35 kV, 7 bay with 5 35-kV, 5 105 20 30

1,200-A, 40-kVA INT, circuit breakers, insulators,
switches, and bus work

Shunt capacitor bank, 34.5 kV, 90 MVAR switched in 6 6 15 8 20*
each 15 MVAR steps

Dynamic VAR (DVAR) compensation system in coordination 4 60 12 16
with shunt capacitor banks — size to be determined by

studies

Disconnect switch, 35 kV, 3,000 A, 200 kV BIL, group- 5 3 11 16*
operated

Power transformer, 3-phase, 100/133/166.7 megavolt 5 15 35 23
amp, 230/132.8-34.5/19.9 kV, 750 kV BIL, oil filled

Power circuit breaker, 242 kV, 2000A, 40 kilo amp 7 12 20 16
interrupting capacity

Coupling capacitor transformer for metering, 242 kV, 900 kV 6 1 1 25*
BIL, 60 Hertz, Potential Transformer ratio 1,200/2,000:1

Disconnect switch, 242 kV, 2000A 10 10 25 25*

Source: SES Solar Two, LLC, 2008.

Notes:

*Includes structure height to provide electrical safety clearances to ground.
not applicable

A = ampere (amp)

BIL = basic impulse level
INT = international

kv = kilovolt

kVA = kilovolt amp

kVAR = kilovolt amp reactive
MVAR = megavolt amp reactive

\% volts

B.1.4.3 SITE GRADING AND DRAINAGE

The original layout for the SES Solar Two Project site was based on avoiding major
washes and minimizing surface-disturbing activities. Following the completion of the
35% engineering in June of 2009, the applicant determined that it would be necessary
to place some SunCatcher units in washes to attain the proposed 750 MW vyield.

Brush trimming would be conducted between alternating rows and would consists of
cutting the top of the existing brush while leaving the existing native plant root system in
place to minimize soil erosion. To minimize shading on SunCatchers and prevent
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potential brush fire hazards, natural vegetation trimmings would be cleared in the area
of each SunCatcher as well as on either side of the paved arterial roadways.

After brush has been trimmed, blading for roadways and foundations would be conducted
between alternating rows to provide access to individual SunCatchers. Blading would
consist of limited removal of terrain undulations. Although ground disturbance would be
minimized wherever possible, the applicant proposes that localized rises or depressions
within the individual 1.5-MW solar groups would be removed to provide for proper
alignment and operation of the individual SunCatchers. Paved roadways would be
constructed as close to the existing topography as possible, with limited cut-and-fill
operations to maintain roadway design slope to within a maximum of 10 percent.

The layout of the proposed SES Solar Two Project would maintain the local pre-
development drainage patterns where feasible, and water discharge from the site would
remain at the eastern boundary. The paved roadways would have a low-flow, unpaved
swale or roadway dip as needed to convey nuisance runoff to existing drainage channels/
swales. It is expected that storm water runoff would flow over the crown of the paved
roadways, which are typically less than 6 inches from swale flow line to crown at
centerline of roadway, thus maintaining existing local drainage patterns during storms.
The applicant has proposed that unpaved roads would utilize low-flow culverts.

The applicant has proposed localized channel grading on a limited basis to improve
channel hydraulics within the dry washes and to control flow direction where buildings
and roadways are proposed. The Main Services Complex would be protected from a
100-year flood by berms or channels that would direct the flow around the perimeter of
the building site, if required.

Arizona Crossings (roadway dips) would be placed along the roadways or low-flow
culverts consisting of a small-diameter storm drain with a perforated stem pipe, as
needed to cross the minor or major channels/swales. These designs would be based on
Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control.

Arizona Crossings (roadway dips) would be used for major washes where the channel
cross section exceeds 8 feet in width and 3 feet in depth or exceeds 20 feet in width and
2 feet in depth. The roadway section at the channel flow line would be without a crown.
If asphalt is selected as a paving material, roadway protection would be provided by a
concrete cut-off wall along the edges of the roadway with un-grouted (loose) riprap
upstream and downstream of the concrete cut-off wall. Alternatively, if polymeric
stabilizers are selected, no protection measures would be used or protection may be
limited to un-grouted (loose) riprap at critical areas.

The proposed east-west on-site paved arterial roadway section between the Main
Services Complex and Dunaway Road would be designed as a designated evacuation
route. As such, the culverts for this roadway would be designed such that the roadway
section shall have its driving surface constructed above the projected profile of a
25-year event.

It is anticipated that roadway maintenance would be required after rainfall events. For
minor storm events, it is anticipated that the unpaved roadway sections may need to be
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bladed to remove soil deposition, along with sediment removal from stem pipe risers at
the culvert locations. For major storm events, in addition to the aforementioned
maintenance, roadway repairs may be required due to possible damage to pavement
where the roadways cross the channels and where the flows exceed the culvert
capacity. Additional maintenance may be required after major storm events to replace
soil eroded from around SunCatcher pedestals located in washes.

Building sites would be developed per county drainage criteria, with provision for soft
bottom storm water retention basins. Rainfall from paved areas and building roofs would
be collected and directed to the storm water retention basins. Volume on retention or
detention basins should have a total volume capacity for a 3-inch minimum precipitation
covering the entire site. Volume can be considered by a combination of basin size and
additional volume provided within paving and/or landscaping areas.

The retention basin would be designed so that the retained flows would empty within 72
hours after the storm to provide mosquito abatement. This design can be accomplished
by draining, evaporation, infiltration, or a combination thereof.

The post-development flow rates released from the project site are expected to be less
than the pre-development flow rates, thus complying with BMPs. The expected flow
reduction is based on the following factors.

e Except for the building sites, the majority of the project site would remain 100 percent
pervious, as only a negligible portion of the site would be affected by pavement and
SunCatchers foundations.

e The increased runoff expected from the building sites would be over-mitigated by
capturing 100 percent of the runoff in a retention basin, where the storm runoff would
be infiltrated and/or evaporated to the atmosphere.

e The proposed perforated risers to be constructed upstream of the roadway culverts
would provide for additional detention.

B.1.4.4 BUILDINGS

All buildings would be constructed in accordance with the appropriate edition of the
California Building Code (CBC) and other applicable LORS.

The Main Services Complex would be located within the project site in a central location
that provides for efficient access routes for maintenance vehicles servicing the
SunCatcher solar field. The main control room would be located at the Main Services
Complex.

Warehouse and shop spaces would provide work areas and storage for spare parts for
project maintenance. The Main Services Complex would contain meeting and training
rooms, maintenance and engineering offices, and administrative offices.

The project administration offices and personnel facilities would be located in a one-
story operation and administration building. The operation and administration building
would measure approximately 200 feet long by 150 feet wide by 14 feet high. This
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building would also contain meeting and training rooms, engineering offices, a visitor’s
room, and support services.

The project maintenance facilities, shop, and warehouse storage would be located
adjacent to the operation and administration building. The maintenance building would
measure 180 feet wide by 250 feet long by 44 feet in height. This building would contain
maintenance shops and offices, PCU rebuild areas, maintenance vehicle servicing
bays, chemical storage rooms, the main electrical room, and warehouse storage for
maintenance parts to service the SunCatchers (see Project Description Figure 4).

A water treatment shade structure would be located next to the Main Services Complex
and to the northeast side of the Main Services Complex. The water treatment structure
would house water treatment equipment and safe storage areas for water treatment
chemicals. A motor control center for the water treatment equipment and pumps would
be located within this structure. Two wastewater evaporative ponds designed for water
treatment wastewater containment would be located just north of the water treatment
structure.

A control building would be located near the project substation. This building would
contain relay and control systems for the substation in one room and the project
operations control room in another room or rooms.

A diesel-powered fire water pump and a diesel operated standby power generator
would be located adjacent to the operation and administration building on the north side.

Electric service for the Main Services Complex would be obtained from Imperial Irrigation
District (IID). Electric power would be provided via overhead service from an 11D overhead
distribution line located on the north side of Evan Hewes Highway.

Communications service for the Main Services Complex would be obtained from L3
Communications Holdings, Inc. Communications service would be provided via an
overhead service from existing underground communications lines located on the north
side of the railroad located south of Evan Hewes Highway.

The operation and administration building, maintenance building, and Main Services
Complex would be painted with a matching desert sand color and would be manufactured
buildings. The water treatment building and the water holding tanks, including the
potable water, raw water, and demineralized/fire protection water tanks located at the
Main Services Complex would also be painted with a matching desert sand color.

SunCatcher assembly would be performed on-site in temporary structures. These
buildings would be decommissioned after all project SunCatchers are assembled and
installed. The three assembly buildings would be located beside the Main Services
Complex.

Each assembly building would be 170 feet wide by 211 feet long by 78 feet in height
and would contain two assembly lines. Each assembly building would be located on a
concrete pad for the storage of SunCatcher components and assembled SunCatcher
staging before field installation.

PROPOSED PROJECT B.1-12 February 2010



The primary purpose of the SunCatcher assembly buildings would be the assembly of
the SunCatcher superstructure, the main beam assembly and trusses, the pedestal
trunnion, mirrors, wire harnesses, control systems, drive position motors, and the
calibration of the mirrors and control systems before field installation. Each assembly
bay would be equipped with an automated platform on locating rails to move the
SunCatcher through the assembly process.

The exterior material for the assembly buildings would be a fire retardant vinyl fluoride
film with ultraviolet blocking characteristics and would be chemical and weather
resistant. The exteriors would be painted desert sand to match the other structures.

A concrete pad with the dimensions 50 feet by 510 feet would be located north of the
assembly buildings for staging the assembled SunCatchers before field installation.

Transport trailer storage would be located south of the assembly bays. This storage
facility would accommodate approximately 75 to 100 trailers, maintaining a supply of 3
to 5 days of inventory of SunCatchers parts during the assembly phase of construction.

These assembly buildings would be decommissioned and salvaged after all
SunCatchers for the Project are installed.

B.1.4.5 WATER SUPPLY AND TREATMENT
The following types of water will be required for the project:
e equipment washing water,

e potable water,

e dust control water, and

e fire protection water.

When completed, the SES Solar Two Project would require a total of approximately 32.7
acre-feet of raw water per year. The applicant is working to reduce this consumption by
developing alternative mirror washing methods and schedules; however, this SA/DEIS
has analyzed the originally proposed 32.7 acre-feet. SunCatcher mirror washing and
operations dust control under regular maintenance routines will require an average of
approximately 23.3 gallons of raw water per minute, with a daily maximum requirement
of approximately 39.2 gallons of raw water per minute during the summer peak months
each year, when each SunCatcher receives a single mechanical wash.

Potable water to meet plant requirements would be delivered by truck and stored in a
5000 gallon tank in the water treatment area. This tank would be able to provide all
required potable water for the operating facility for 2-3 days at which time it would need
to be replenished.

The SES Solar Two Project water supply requirements are tabulated in Project
Description Table 4, Water Usage Rates for Solar Two Project Operations. The table
provides both the expected maximum water usage rates and the annual average usage
rates.
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Project Description Table 4
Water Usage Rates for Operation

Daily Daily
Average Maximum Annual
(gallons (gallons Usage
Water Use per minute) | per minute) (acre-feet)
Equipment Water Requirements
SunCatcher mirror washing 10.4! 17.47 14.23
Water Treatment System Discharge
Brine to evaporation ponds 55 10.2* 7.5
Potable Water Use
For drinking and sanitary water requirements 3.9° 4.7° 5.4’
Dust Control
Raw water for dust control during operations 3.58 6.9° 5.6
Totals 23.3 39.2 32.7
Source: SES Solar Two, LLC, 2008.
Notes:

1 - Based on 30,000 SunCatchers requiring a monthly wash with an average of 14 gallons of demineralized water per spray wash
and a 5-day work week (21 work days per month).

2 - During a 3 month period, all SunCatcher mirrors are given a scrub wash requiring up to 3 times the normal wash of 14 gallons
per SunCatcher. Therefore, the Daily Maximum usage rate is based on two-thirds of the SunCatchers receiving a normal wash
and one-third receiving a scrub wash.

3 - Based on every SunCatcher having approximately 8 normal washes per year with one additional scrub wash.

4 - Based on the maximum amount of demineralized water required for mirror washing and assumes a decrease in raw water
quality requiring an additional 20 percent of system discharge.

5 - Assumes 30 gallons per person per day for 188 people.

6 - Maximum amount assumes a 20 percent contingency over the Daily Average.

7 - Assumes a 6-day work week and average daily usage.

8 - Assumes 5,000 gallons per day

9 - Assumes up to 10,000 gallons per day.

10 - Assumes daily average dust control operations.

Water Supply Source

The following water service providers were originally considered by the applicant for the
SES Solar Two Project:

e Imperial Irrigation District (1ID),
e Ocaotillo Mutual Water Company, and
e Coyote Valley Mutual Water Company.

Water studies showed that the aquifer is significantly overdrafted and that new well
permits are not being granted. The use of potable water for operational uses was a topic
of concern during the Informational Hearing/Scoping Meeting of the proposed project.
Therefore, in July of 2009, the applicant expanded the range of possible water sources
analyzed and proposed the use of secondary treated water from the Seeley Waste
Water Treatment Facility as the new source of water for the project. This change in the
proposed water source would extend the water supply pipeline needed to approximately
11.8 miles long. The applicant has proposed moving the alignment of the extended
water pipeline from the railroad ROW to the shoulder of the Evan Hewes Highway. This
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pipeline would be buried within the ROW of Evan Hewes Highway approximately 30”
below the existing grade. The line would enter the SES property approximately 1000
yards east of Plaster City and then run due south to the Raw Water Storage Tank.

The Seeley Waste Water Treatment Facility is located at 1898 West Main Street in
Seeley, California, approximately 13 miles east of the project site. It is operated by the
Seeley County Water District (SCWD) and is designed to produce secondary treated
water at the rate of 200,000 gallons per day (gpd) (139 gpm or 224 acre feet per year

[afy]).

According to the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit: The treatment system consists of a lift station, a drum screen, a bar screen, a
“Clemson” aerated pond treatment system with surface aerators, pressure sand filters,
and an ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system. The facility’s “Clemson” system consists of 5
aerated ponds operated in series. Bio-solids are removed by draining the last 2 ponds,
removing the sludge and storing it in the out of service treatment ponds of the replaced
treatment system, prior to removal. Wastewater is discharged from Discharge Point 001
to the New River, a water of the United States, tributary to the Salton Sea, and within
the Salton Sea Transboundary Watershed.

The applicant would finance an upgrade to the existing facility to allow it to meet Title 22
water quality standards and would fund the training of operators for the new facility. The
SCWD would provide as much treated effluent water as needed to the proposed SES
Solar Two Project. The current influent flow rate is approximately 150,000 gpd, or 168
afy. Improvements to the treatment facility would increase the Title 22 effluent capacity
to 250,000 gpd. Any surplus water, not needed by the proposed SES Solar Two Project,
will be used by SCWD for irrigation or discharged into the New River. The discharge
rate is based on the population of the service area, not the annual rain fall.

The water from Seeley Waste Water Treatment Facility is characterized as secondary
treated water and will require treatment to remove dissolved solids for SunCatcher
mirror wash water applications.

B.1.45 WASTEWATER AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

The water treatment wastewater generated by the RO unit would contain relatively high
concentrations of TDS. Wastewater or brine generated by the RO unit would be discharged
to a polyvinyl chloride (PVC) -lined concrete evaporation pond that meets the requirements
of the local Regional Water Quality Control Board. Each pond would be sized to contain
1 year of discharge flow, approximately 2.44 million gallons. A minimum of 1 year is
required for the water treatment waste to undergo the evaporation process. The second
pond would be in operation while the first is undergoing evaporation. The two ponds
would alternate their functions on an annual basis.

After the brine has gone through the evaporation process, the solids that settle at the
bottom of the evaporation pond will be tested by the applicant and disposed of in an
appropriate non-hazardous waste disposal facility. The solids would be scheduled for
removal during the summer months, when the concentration of solids is at its greatest
due to an increase in evaporation rates, in order to achieve maximum solids removal.
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B.1.4.6 HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

Hazardous materials used during facility construction and operations would include
paints, epoxies, grease, transformer oil, and caustic electrolytes (battery fluid). Several
methods would be used to properly manage and dispose of hazardous materials and
wastes. Waste lubricating oil would be recovered and recycled by a waste oil recycling
contractor. Chemicals would be stored in appropriate chemical storage facilities. Bulk
chemicals would be stored in large storage tanks, while most other chemicals would be
stored in smaller returnable delivery containers. All chemical storage areas would be
designed to contain leaks and spills in concrete containment areas.

B.1.4.7 DISTRIBUTED HYDROGEN SYSTEM

The project described the hydrogen use, supply and storage in the AFC, filed June 30,
2008. The hydrogen system was described as a k-bottle of hydrogen on each Power
Conversion Unit (PCU). One hydrogen gas cylinder would contain approximately 195
cubic feet of hydrogen, used to replenish lost hydrogen gas within the gas circuit. Each
k-bottle was to be supported from the base of the PCU boom. Each PCU’s k-bottle
would either need to be removed and replaced or refilled at each dish site as required
(approximately two times per year). The applicant reconsidered the plan for providing
hydrogen to the PCUs and has proposed an on-site hydrogen gas supply, storage and
distribution system that would eliminate the need for the delivery of hydrogen k-bottles.

The June 12, 2009 Supplement to the AFC filed by the applicant modified the original
project description to propose having the hydrogen gas supply produced through
electrolysis by one on-site hydrogen generator. It is important to note that the hydrogen
will not be generated from natural gas. The generator is capable of producing 1065
standard cubic feet of hydrogen per hour (scfh) and requires 146 watts/scf of electricity
and 2.58 cubic inches of water/scf/hour during operation. Approximately 184 gallons of
water per day, or 0.0133 acre feet per year would be required for this generator.

Reclaimed water would be obtained from the Seeley County Water District, processed
through the on-site Water Treatment Plant to produce Demineralized Water and fed to
the electrolyzer mounted on the hydrogen generator skid. The electrolyzer would
eliminate any final impurities in the water prior to processing. The annual power
consumption to meet the hydrogen production needs is 100KWper day, or 36.64 MW
per year. Although the hydrogen generator could run full time if needed to support
SunCatcher hydrogen requirements, the generator would normally be operated at off-
peak electric hours using grid power. The hydrogen gas would be stored in a steel
storage tank capable of storing approximately 2 days supply of hydrogen gas. It would
be piped through a 1.5-inch stainless steel piping system to 87 individual compressor
groups. Each compressor group will be electrically operated and consist of a
compressor, delivering gas at approximately 2,900 psig, and a high pressure supply
tank.

Initially, it would take 3.4 scf of hydrogen to charge the Stirling engine. Each Power
Conversion Unit is estimated to lose about 200 scf per year. Each high pressure supply
tank would supply hydrogen gas to 360 SunCatchers via a 0.25-inch stainless tubing. A
low pressure dump tank would be installed with each compressor group utilizing a
0.25-inch stainless steel return line to recover hydrogen gas when the SunCatchers are
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not in-service. This would reduce hydrogen leaks through fittings and seals on the
Stirling Engine. In the event that the hydrogen generator fails, an unloading station
designed to receive and transfer hydrogen gas to the storage tank would be installed to
allow for the delivery of hydrogen gas to the site by an outside supplier. The hydrogen
gas storage tank would provide a few days of hydrogen supply as a back-up system.
SES would complete all scheduled maintenance to the hydrogen generator, when the
gas supply is adequate.

B.1.4.8 TRANSMISSION SYSTEM INTERCONNECTION AND
UPGRADES

This section describes the on-site substation and the transmission interconnection
between the SES Solar Two Project and the existing electric grid.

The proposed project would include the construction of a new 230-kV substation
approximately in the center of the project site. The applicant would need to build a
34.5-kV to 230-kV substation on the project site. The proposed project substation would
consist of an open air bus with 15 35-kV collection feeder circuit breakers. Each feeder
breaker would be connected to one of the 48-MW or 51-MW overhead collection lines.
Additional 35-kV circuit breakers would connect to power factor correction capacitor
banks located in the substation yard. This new substation would be connected to the
existing San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) Imperial Valley Substation via an
approximately 10.3-mile, double-circuit, 230-kV transmission line. Other than this
interconnection transmission line, no new transmission lines or off-site substations
would be required for the 300-MW Phase | construction.

For the 300-MW Phase | of the project, the first interconnection substation would initially
consist of 2 power transformers rated at 120/160/200 megavolt amperes (MVA) each to
convert the generation collection voltage from 34.5 kV to the transmission tie voltage of

230 kV. The substation would ultimately contain 5 120/160/200-MVA, 34.5-kV to 230-kV
step-up power transformers. Each power transformer would serve 3 of the 15 overhead

collection lines (one 48-MW line and 2 51-MW lines).

The power transformers would be protected by 230-kV power circuit breakers.
Provisions would be made to expand the substation from 300 to 750 MW with the
addition of 3 power transformers in Phase Il of the proposed project. Each transformer
would collect 150 MW of generation via 3 overhead 34.5-kV collection circuits, each
protected by a 35-kV power circuit breaker. The 34.5-kV feeders would be terminated
on outdoor circuit breakers.

Control, metering, and protection systems for the line, substation, and collection
systems would be contained within a control building located adjacent to the substation.
The control building would also contain the necessary communications equipment to
meet owner, California ISO, and SDG&E requirements. Additional substation equipment
would include a 34.5-kV power-factor correction capacitor control system designed to
meet the power factor and zero and low-voltage ride-through requirements of the
Interconnect Agreement.

The on-site portion of the interconnection transmission line would be installed in a
100-foot ROW from the SES Solar Two Project substation east and south to point
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where the SDG&E Southwest Powerlink transmission line ROW crosses the southern
boundary of the project. A portion of this transmission line would be routed in a
surveyed linear ROW located at the north edge of the northeast quarter of Section 19.
The routing was selected to minimize the distance required and to reduce the
undercrossing of the line with assembled SunCatchers.

The off-site portion of the 230-kV interconnect transmission line would be routed in a
100-foot ROW parallel to the existing SDG&E 500-kV Southwest Powerlink transmission
line on the southwest side until approximately the third tower from the SDG&E Imperial
Valley Substation, where the line would cross under the existing 500-kV transmission
line. This route was chosen to minimize effects on the flat-tailed lizard management
area south of 1-8 by using the existing access roads for the existing transmission line
and by placing the disturbance for the interconnect transmission line immediately
adjacent to an existing disturbance.

The interconnect transmission line would cross under the existing 500-kV transmission
line and the proposed future second 500-kV transmission line (part of the Sunrise
Powerlink project) at approximately the third tower from the SDG&E Imperial Valley
Substation and will then continue due east and then due south to the point of
interconnect. This crossing point is selected to maintain the routing along the existing
corridor as long as possible. The transmission circuits are “rolled” between this tower
and the SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation, which reduces overhead clearances for the
crossing. The crossing could occur between the dead-end tower adjacent to the SDG&E
Imperial Valley Substation and the SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation fence; however, a
future 230-kV generator interconnect is anticipated by SDG&E from the south. SDG&E
has requested that this space for crossing between the dead-end tower and the SDG&E
Imperial Valley Substation fence be reserved for this future transmission line.

The transmission line towers would consist of H-Frame towers at the undercrossing of
the existing 500-kV transmission line and double-circuit lattice steel towers and/or steel
poles elsewhere. Both circuits of the overhead 230-kV transmission line would be
constructed with one 1,590-kilo circular miles/phase, aluminum steel-reinforced conductor
per line, each thermally rated to carry full project output in emergency conditions and
one-half of project output in normal conditions. Two fiber optic cables are provided for
communication with SDG&E and the California Independent System Operator (California
ISO).

Each set of overhead 230-kV transmission conductors to the physical connection with
the existing Imperial Valley Substation 500-kV transmission line would be supported by
a dead-end structure in the project’s substation and 85 to 100 double-circuit lattice steel
transmission towers and/or steel poles.

B.1.5 RELATED FACILITIES

This section describes activities or projects related to the SES Solar Two Project, but
outside the BLM ROW grant and Energy Commission Decision addressed in this SA/DEIS.
These projects have undergone environmental review and permitting under a jurisdiction
other than the BLM or Energy Commission.
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B.1.5.1 SUNRISE POWERLINK PROJECT TRANSMISSION
UPGRADES

The full Phase Il expansion of the project, and delivery of the additional renewable
power to the San Diego regional load center, would require the construction of the
500-kV Sunrise Powerlink transmission line project proposed by SDG&E. The CPUC
is the lead agency for CEQA compliance and the BLM is the lead agency for National
Environmental Policy Act compliance on the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line
project. SDG&E received a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) for the Sunrise Powerlink project.
Construction on the Sunrise Powerlink project is scheduled to begin in March 2010,
with the majority of construction expected to start in June 2010 once the CPUC issues
Notices to Proceed for each segment. Issuance of Notices to Proceed will be contingent
upon SDG&E compliance with pre-construction requirements as specified by the
approved mitigation measures.

The Sunrise Powerlink project consists of a 150-mile transmission line between
Southern California’s Imperial and San Diego counties. The major project components
comprise:

e A new 91-mile, single-circuit 500 kV overhead electric transmission line linking
SDG&E'’s existing Imperial Valley Substation (in Imperial County near the City of El
Centro) with a new 500/230 kV Central East Substation to be constructed in the San
Felipe area of central San Diego County, southwest of the intersection of County
Highway S22 and S2; and

e A new 59-mile 230 kV double-circuit and single-circuit transmission line, running
partly overhead and partly underground through San Diego County from the
proposed new 500/230 kV Central East Substation to SDG&E'’s existing Pefiasquitos
Substation (in the City of San Diego).

Since the environmental review of the Sunrise Powerlink Project by the BLM and CPUC
was completed prior to the completion of this SA/DEIS, staff did not independently
review this related project.

B.1.5.2 SEELEY WASTE WATER TREATMENT FACILITY
UPGRADES

After evaluating the currently available water supply options, the applicant concluded
that the primary source of water for the project would be furnished by the Seeley Waste
Water Treatment Facility (SWWTF). The applicant would finance upgrades to the
existing treatment plant so its effluent meets Title 22 requirements for recycled water. In
exchange SES Solar Two would have access to at least approximately 150,000 gallons
and up to 200,000 gallons of reclaimed water per day for use in all construction and
operation activities except for potable water.

SCWD serves customers in the town of Seeley, which is located in the unincorporated
area of Imperial County, California, with certain utility services, including, without
limitation, sewage collection and treatment services. Currently, sewage collected in
Seeley’s system is treated and, thereafter, flows into the New River. SCWD has signed
a Will Serve Letter with the applicant to provide reclaimed water to the SES Solar Two
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Project. An agreement between SCWD and SES Solar Two, LLC was signed at the
Seeley Board Meeting scheduled for May 18, 2009. As a result of the terms of this
Agreement, Seeley’s sewage treatment facilities would be upgraded to treat 250,000
gpd and 200,000 gpd of treated effluent (Title 22 water) would be made available to
SES Solar Two. This effluent level reflects SCWD’s future influent levels expected due
to population growth and would be provided to SES Solar Two if requested.

SCWD is the lead agency pursuant to CEQA, and is responsible for approving the
upgrades to their existing wastewater treatment facility (SWWTF). The SCWD
determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) is the appropriate
environmental document to be prepared in compliance with CEQA. This finding was
based on the Initial Study/Environmental Impact Discussion prepared for SWWTF
upgrade project. As provided for by CEQA 8§21064.5, an MND may be prepared for a
project subject to CEQA when the project will not result in significant environmental
impacts. The Draft MND was prepared by Seeley County Water District as the lead
agency and in conformance with 815070, subsection (a), of the State CEQA Guidelines.
The purpose of the MND and the Initial Study was to determine the potential significant
impacts associated with the proposed project.

The SCWD Board of Directors approved publication of the MND for the proposed
Wastewater Reclamation Facility Improvements on January 2, 2010. The public
comment period was from January 2, 2010 to February 2, 2010 and a public hearing
was held on February 8, 2010 at the District office in Seeley, California.

The SWCD and SES have identified an engineer, Dudek, to design the upgrade at the
treatment plant. Following approval of the MND, Dudek would complete the necessary
upgrades for the treatment plant to make it possible for them to supply up to 200,000
gpd of treated effluent. Seeley County Water District and the SES would bid the design
improvements for completion in March 2010.

Since the environmental review of the SWWTP upgrade was completed prior to the
completion of this SA/DEIS, staff did not independently review this related project.

B.1.6 CONSTRUCTION

The project would be constructed in two phases. Phase | of the project would consist of
up to 12,000 SunCatchers configured in 200 1.5-MW solar groups of 60 SunCatchers
per group and have a net nominal generating capacity of 300 MW. Phase Il would add
approximately 18,000 SunCatchers, expanding the project to a total of approximately
30,000 SunCatchers configured in 500-1.5-MW solar groups with a total net generating
capacity of 750 MW (see Project Description Figure 2)..

Heavy construction for the project would be scheduled to occur between 0700 and 1900
Monday through Friday. Additional hours may be necessary to make up schedule
deficiencies or to complete critical construction activities.

Some activities would continue 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. These activities
include, but are not limited to, SunCatcher assembly, refueling of equipment, staging of
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materials for the next day’s construction activities, quality assurance/control, and
commissioning.

Project construction would be performed in accordance with plans and mitigation
measures that would assure the project conforms with applicable LORS and would
avoid significant adverse impacts. These plans that are to be developed by the
applicant, for which some have already been prepared in draft and reviewed by staff to
support this environmental analysis, and the necessary mitigation measures, are
specified in the Conditions of Certification as appropriate of each technical area of this
SA/DEIS.

B.1.7 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

The SES Solar Two Project would be an “as-available” resource. Therefore, the project
would operate anywhere between a minimum of approximately 18 MW net when the
first units are interconnected to the grid during the construction period to 750 MW on
completion of construction. The capability for independent operation of all 30,000 units
would give maximum flexibility in operations. The applicant expects that the project
would have an annual availability of 99 percent.

The project would be dispatched by the California ISO, through day-ahead, hour-ahead,
and real-time scheduling, as required to meet the demands of the Southern California
market. The market would dictate unit operations and total power requirements. The
SES Solar Two Project would operate approximately 3,500 hours per annum and is
expected by the applicant to have an overall availability of 99 percent or higher. The
number of available operating hours is determined by the availability of the sun’s energy
at greater than 250 watts per square meter. SunCatchers would be unable to generate
electricity when the sun’s energy is below 250 watts per square meter in the early
morning or late evening hours and when cloud cover limits the sun’s energy for power
generation. Also, SunCatchers would be unable to generate electricity during daylight
hours when the wind speed exceeds 35 miles per hour, as SunCatchers would be
stowed in a safe de-track position at this wind speed to prevent damage. SunCatchers
are designed to withstand wind speeds of 50 miles per hour in the operating mode and
90 miles per hour in the stowed position. Because the SunCatchers move slowly, they
start moving into stow position once winds reach 35 miles per hour in order to be in
stow position by the time winds reach 90 miles per hour. Because of the geographical
size of the project, cloud cover and/or wind conditions may only affect a portion of the
project at any given time.

It is expected that the SES Solar Two Project would be operated with a staff of
approximately 164 full-time employees. The project would operate 7 days per week,
generating electricity during normal daylight hours when the solar energy is available.
Maintenance activities would occur 7 days a week, 24 hours a day to ensure
SunCatcher availability when solar energy is available.
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B.1.8 DECOMMISSIONING AND RESTORATION

Introduction

Project closure can be temporary or permanent. Temporary closure is defined as a
shutdown for a period exceeding the time required for normal maintenance, including
closure for overhaul or replacement of the major components, such as major
transformers, switchgear, etc. Causes for temporary closure include inclement weather
and/or natural hazards (e.g., winds in excess of 35 mph, or cloudy conditions limiting
solar insolation values to below the minimum solar insolation required for positive power
generation, etc.), or damage to the Project from earthquake, fire, storm, or other natural
acts. Permanent closure is defined as a cessation in operations with no intent to restart
operations owing to project age, damage to the project that is beyond repair, adverse
economic conditions, or other significant reasons.

Temporary Closure

In the unforeseen event that the project is temporarily closed, a contingency plan for the
temporary cessation of operations will be implemented. The contingency plan will be
followed to ensure conformance with applicable LORS and to protect public health,
safety, and the environment. The plan, depending on the expected duration of the
shutdown, may include the draining of chemicals from storage tanks and other equipment
and the safe shutdown of equipment. Wastes will be disposed of according to applicable
LORS, as discussed in the Waste Management section.

Permanent Closure

The planned life of the SES Solar Two Project is 40 years; however, if the project is still
economically viable, it could be operated longer. It is also possible that the project could
become economically noncompetitive before 40 years have passed, forcing early
decommissioning. Whenever the project is permanently closed, the closure procedure
will follow a plan that will be developed as described below.

The removal of the project from service, or decommissioning, may range from
“mothballing” to the removal of equipment and appurtenant facilities, depending on
conditions at the time. Because the conditions that would affect the decommissioning
decision are largely unknown at this time, these conditions would be presented to the
Energy Commission, the BLM, and other applicable agencies for review and approval
as part of the decommissioning plan. The decommissioning plan will discuss the
following:

e proposed decommissioning activities for the project and appurtenant facilities
constructed as part of the project,

e conformance of the proposed decommissioning activities with applicable LORS and
local/regional plans,

e activities necessary to restore the project site if the plan requires removal of
equipment and appurtenant facilities,

e decommissioning alternatives other than complete restoration to the original
condition, and
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e associated costs of the proposed decommissioning and the source of funds to pay
for the decommissioning.

In general, the decommissioning plan for the project will attempt to maximize the
recycling of project components. SES Solar Two will attempt to sell unused chemicals
back to the suppliers or other purchasers or users. Equipment containing chemicals will
be drained and shut down to ensure public health and safety and to protect the
environment. Nonhazardous wastes will be collected and disposed of in appropriate
landfills or waste collection facilities. Hazardous wastes will be disposed of according to
applicable LORS. The site will be secured 24 hours per day during the decommissioning
activities, and SES Solar Two will provide periodic update reports to the Energy
Commission, the BLM, and other appropriate parties.

Similar to project construction and facility operations, decommissioning would be
performed in accordance with plans and mitigation measures that would assure the
project conforms with applicable LORS and would avoid significant adverse impacts.
These plans that are to be developed by the applicant, for which some have already
been prepared in draft and reviewed by staff to support this environmental analysis, and
the necessary mitigation measures, are specified in the Conditions of Certification as
appropriate for each technical area of this SA/DEIS.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
SES Solar Two - Regional Overview Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 2
SES Solar Two - Project Overview Map
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
SES Solar Two - SunCatcher Details
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
SES Solar Two - Main Services Complex Elevation View
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B.2 - ALTERNATIVES

Susan V. Lee

B.2.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

In this analysis of the Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two Project, 27 alternatives have
been developed and evaluated in addition to the proposed project. These include eight
alternative site locations, three alternatives that would reduce effects to jurisdictional
waters of the United States, a range of solar and renewable technologies, generation
technologies using different fuels, conservation/demand-side management, and a 300
MW Alternative to the proposed 750 MW proposed project.

Of the 27 alternatives, four alternatives were determined to be reasonable by the
Bureau of Land Management and feasible by the Energy Commission and have the
potential to result in reduced impacts in comparison with the proposed project: the 300
MW Alternative, two of the alternatives that would reduce effects to waters of the United
States, and the No Project/No Action Alternative. The Bureau of Land Management
would consider four alternatives including alternatives to issuance of the land use plan
amendment.

CEC Staff have determined that the No Project/No Action Alternative is not superior to
the proposed project because it would likely delay development of renewable resources
or shift renewable development to other similar areas, and would lead to increased
operation of existing power plants that use non-renewable technologies.

The 300 MW Alternative would substantially reduce impacts in comparison to the
proposed project. The two drainage avoidance alternatives were developed to lessen
impacts to waters of the U.S. and to be practicable. Three of the eight site alternatives
are evaluated in detail by the Energy Commission and evaluated under the California
Environmental Quality Act only: the Mesquite Lake Alternative, Agricultural Lands
Alternative, and South of Highway 98 Alternative. While the impacts of these three sites
would be similar to those of the proposed site in many resource elements, all three of
these alternative sites are likely to have less severe cultural and visual impacts than the
proposed site, and two of the three alternative sites (located on disturbed lands) would
also have reduced impacts to biological resources.

The alternative sites evaluated under the California Environmental Quality Act only
would present challenges not present at the proposed site. The alternative sites are all
less than 6,500 acres. Because these alternative sites would have fewer environmental
and engineering constraints and are more level than the proposed site, it is possible that
a smaller site would still allow development of a 750 MW facility. If the project were not
able to be constructed on less than 6,500 acres, the individual alternative site(s)
considered here would not meet project requirements and a combination of two
separate alternative sites would be anticipated to be necessary. This would increase the
cost of the project due to the need for additional infrastructure (transmission, water,
etc.).

The Mesquite Lake Alternative presents an additional challenge: it is made up of
approximately 70 parcels with 52 separate landowners. Due to the number of parcels
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that would have to be acquired, obtaining site control would be more challenging at this
site. At the proposed site, BLM is the primary land management entity although there
are some private parcels within the proposed project site.

All offsite alternatives are considered unreasonable by the Bureau of Land Management
because, as discussed below, none would accomplish the purpose and need for the
proposed action.

Alternative solar thermal technologies (parabolic trough, solar power tower, utility scale
solar photovoltaics, and linear Fresnel) are also evaluated. As compared with the
proposed Stirling technology, these technologies would not substantially change the
severity of visual impacts, biological resources impacts and cultural impacts, though
land requirements vary among the technologies. Distributed generation solar photovoltaic
facilities (i.e., photovoltaic panels placed on surfaces such as rooftops and parking lots)
would likewise require extensive acreage, although they would minimize the need for
undisturbed open space. However, increased deployment of distributed solar photovoltaics
faces challenges in manufacturing capacity, cost, and policy implementation.

Other generation technologies (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave, natural gas, and
nuclear) are also examined as possible alternatives to the project. These technologies
would either be infeasible at the scale of the Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two project,
or they would create their own significant adverse impacts in other locations. For example,
a natural gas plant would use substantially less land and avoid cultural and biological
resources impacts, but it would contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and would not
meet the project’s renewable generation objective. Construction of new nuclear power
plants is currently prohibited under California law.

Conservation and demand side management programs would likely not meet the state’s
growing electricity needs that would be served by the Stirling Energy Systems Solar
Two project. In addition, these programs would not provide the renewable energy
required to meet the California Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements.

Staff's analysis of renewable energy technology options indicates that contributions
from each commercially available renewable technology will be needed to meet
SDG&E’s RPS requirements and to achieve the statewide RPS target for 2020
(between 45,000 GWhs to almost 75,000 GWhs according to the 2009 IEPR). Wave
and tidal technologies are not yet commercially available in the United States.
Therefore, the combined contribution of the alternatives of wind, distributed solar
photovoltaic, geothermal, and biomass is needed to complement rather than substitute
for SES Solar Two’s solar thermal contribution to meeting SDG&E and statewide RPS
requirements. The table below indicates that each of these four alternative technology
options when considered individually, is insufficient to meet the project objectives
related to the RPS.

Alternatives Table 1 lists the alternatives retained for analysis in this SA/DEIS and
those eliminated, and summarizes the rationale for each conclusion.
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Alternatives Table 1

Summary of Alternatives Retained and Eliminated

Alternative

Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Alternatives Retained for CEQA and NEPA Analysis

Proposed Project/Action
- 750 MW

- 6,500 acres

- 30,000 SunCatchers

Evaluated as the applicant’s proposal.

300 MW Alternative

- 300 MW

- 2,600 acres (40% of proposed)
- 12,000 SunCatchers

Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would substantially
reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two Project and meet the
purpose and need of the BLM’s proposed action.

Drainage Avoidance #1
Alternative

- 632 MW

- 4,690 acres (72% of proposed)
- 25,000 SunCatchers

Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would substantially
reduce impacts to waters of the U.S. and meet the purpose
and need of the BLM’s proposed action.

Drainage Avoidance #2
Alternative

-423 MW

- 3,153 acres (49% of proposed)
- 10,240 SunCatchers

Evaluated in the SA/DEIS because it would substantially
reduce impacts to waters of the U.S. and meet the purpose
and need of the BLM’s proposed action.

No Project/No Action
Alternative

Required under CEQA and NEPA. Note that additional NEPA
No Action Alternatives are described below under Land Use
Plan Amendment Alternatives.

Land Use Plan Amendment Alternatives Evaluated Only under NEPA

Authorize SES Solar Two
project through a CDCA Land
Use Plan amendment

Action required under the CDCA Plan of 1980, as amended.

Authorize a reduced size
project within the proposed
project’s boundaries through
a CDCA Land Use Plan
amendment (300 MW
Alternative, Drainage
Avoidance #1 or #2
Alternatives)

A smaller project reduces impacts; site location is an action
for which an amendment to the CDCA Plan of 1980, as
amended, is required.

Do not approve the ROW
grant and do not amend the
CDCA Land Use Plan of
1980, as amended.

The first No Action Alternative: deny the ROW application
and does not amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980.

Do not approve the ROW
grant and amend the CDCA
Land Use Plan of 1980, as
amended, to make the area
unavailable for future solar
development.

The second No Action Alternative: deny the ROW application
and amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980 to make the
site unavailable for any future solar development.
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Alternative

Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Do not approve the ROW
grant and amend the CDCA
Land Use Plan of 1980 to
make the area available for
future solar development.

The third No Action Alternative: deny the ROW application
but amend the CDCA Land Use Plan of 1980 to make the
site available for future solar development.

Site Alternatives Evaluated only under CEQA

Mesquite Lake Alternative

Would substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project while meeting most project objectives.

Agricultural Lands Alternative

Would substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project while meeting most project objectives.

South of Highway 98
Alternative

Would substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project while meeting most project objectives.

Alternatives Eliminated fro

m Detailed Analysis

Alternative Site #1

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project; located in Department of Defense (DOD) “no fly” “no
build” area therefore not a feasible alternative for the Stirling
engine technology; pending right-of-way grant application for
the site, therefore not considered a viable alternative.

Alternative Site #2

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project; located in DOD “no fly” “no build” area therefore not
a feasible alternative for the Stirling engine technology;
pending right-of-way grant application for the site, therefore
not considered a viable alternative.

Alternative Site #3

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project; pending right-of-way grant application for the site,
therefore not considered a viable alternative.

Wind Zero Site (Ocaotillo)

Alternative site was eliminated as infeasible because of the
pre-existing proposed use as a private military training
facility. Currently undergoing environmental review.

Parabolic Trough Technology

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project.

Solar Power Tower
Technology

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project.

Linear Fresnel Technology

Would reduce area required by about 40% but would not
eliminate significant impacts of the SES Soar Two Project.

Solar Photovoltaic
Technology — Utility Scale

Would not substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two
Project.
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Alternative

Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Distributed Solar Technology

While it will very likely be possible to achieve 750 MW of
distributed solar energy over the coming years, the limited
numbers of existing facilities make it difficult to conclude with
confidence that this much distributed solar will be available
within the timeframe required for the SES Solar Two project.
Barriers exist related to interconnection with the electric
distribution grid. Also, solar PV is one of the components of
the renewable energy mix required to meet the California
Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements, and additional
technologies like solar thermal generation, would also be
required.

Wind Energy

While there are substantial wind resources in western Imperial
and eastern San Diego Counties, environmental impacts
could also be significant so wind would not reduce impacts in
comparison to the SES Solar Two Project. Also, wind is one
of the components of the renewable energy mix required to
meet the California Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements,
so additional technologies like solar thermal generation,
would also be required.

Geothermal Energy

Despite the encouragement provided by Renewable Portfolio
Standards and ARRA funding, few new geothermal projects
have been proposed in the Imperial Valley and no geothermal
projects are included on the Renewable Energy Action Team
list of projects requesting ARRA funds. Therefore, the
development of 750 MW of new geothermal generation
capacity within the timeframe required for the SES Solar Two
solar project is considered speculative.

Biomass Energy

Most biomass facilities produce only small amounts of
electricity (in the range of 3 to 10 MW) and so could not meet
the project objectives related to the California Renewable
Portfolio Standard. In addition, between 75 and 250 facilities
would be needed to achieve 750 MW of generation, creating
substantial adverse impacts.

Tidal Energy

Tidal fence technology is commercially available in Europe.
However, it has not been demonstrated and proven at the
scale that would be required to replace the proposed project,
particularly with Pacific tides. Therefore, it would not
substantially reduce impacts of the SES Solar Two Project.

Wave Energy

Unproven technology at the scale that would be required to
replace the proposed project; it may also result in substantial
adverse environmental impacts

Natural Gas Would not attain the objective of generating renewable power
meeting California’s renewable energy needs
Coal Would not attain the objective of generating renewable power

meeting California’s renewable energy needs and is not a
feasible alternative in California

Nuclear Energy

The permitting of new nuclear facilities in California is not
currently allowable by law
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Alternative Rationale for Retention or Elimination

Conservation and Demand- Conservation and demand-management alone are not sufficient
side Management to address all of California’s energy needs, and would not
provide the renewable energy required to meet the California
Renewable Portfolio Standard requirements

Avoidance of Waters of the Would not attain the objective of generating sufficient
U.S. renewable power
B.2.2 INTRODUCTION

Stirling Energy Systems Solar Two, LLC* (SES) proposes to build the Stirling Energy
Systems (SES) Solar Two solar facility on federal land under the administrative
jurisdiction of the BLM. Since the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is a federal
agency, the SES Solar Two power plant is subject to review under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) in addition to CEQA. The purpose of this alternatives analysis
is to comply with State and Federal environmental laws by providing an analysis of a
range of reasonable alternatives which, under CEQA, would feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but would substantially lessen or avoid any potentially
significant adverse impacts of the proposed project, or under NEPA, would inform
decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives which would avoid or
minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment [40 CFR
1502.1]. This section summarizes the potentially significant adverse impacts of the
proposed project and analyzes different technologies and alternative sites that may
reduce or avoid some or all of those significant adverse impacts.

Of the 27 alternatives, three alternatives in addition to the proposed project were
determined to be reasonable by both the BLM and Energy Commission: the 300 MW
Alternative and two of the alternatives that would reduce effects to waters of the United
States. These alternatives and the no project/no action alternative are analyzed in
further detail within each of the technical sections of this document, and are considered
for selection as the preferred alternative by both agencies.

This section presents analysis of three site alternatives that are evaluated under CEQA
only and presents the plan amendment alternatives evaluated under NEPA only. The
section also presents the discussion and analysis of all alternatives eliminated from
consideration by both the Energy Commission and the BLM.

B.2.3 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING
PROCESS

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

SES proposes to build the SES Solar Two facility on federal land within the jurisdiction
of the BLM. Since the BLM is a federal agency and the California Energy Commission

! The formal company name is now Tessera Solar, but the application was filed as Stirling Energy
Systems.
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has State authority to license thermal power plants, the SES Solar Two power plant is
subject to review under both NEPA and CEQA.

California Environmental Quality Act Criteria

The Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Title 14,
California Code of Regulation, section 15126.6(a), provides direction by requiring an
evaluation of the comparative merits of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project.” In addition, the analysis must address the No Project Alternative
(Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6(e)).

The range of alternatives is governed by the “rule of reason” which requires consideration
only of those alternatives necessary to permit informed decision making and public par-
ticipation. CEQA states that an environmental document does not have to consider an
alternative of which the effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and of which the imple-
mentation is remote and speculative (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15125(d)(5)).

National Environmental Policy Act Criteria

NEPA requires that the decision-makers and the public be fully informed of the impacts
associated with the proposed project. The intent is to make decisions based on an
understanding of environmental consequences, and to take actions to protect, restore,
and enhance the environment.

Regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality require that an EIS
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives to a proposed
action. Reasonable alternatives are those for which effects can be reasonably
ascertained, whose implementation is not remote or speculative, that are feasible,
effective, are not remote from reality, and those that are consistent with the basic policy
objectives for management of the area. (40 CFR 1502.14; CEQ Forty Questions,

No. 1A; Headwaters, Inc. v. BLM, 914 F.2d. 1174 (9th Cir. 1990)). Reasonable
alternatives are dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action. To determine
reasonable alternatives, an agency must define the purpose and need of the proposal.
The purpose and need of the proposed action is to be evaluated under a reasonableness
standard. CEQ regulations state that an agency should include reasonable alternatives
not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency [40 CFR 1502.14(c)]. BLM interprets this to
apply to exceptional circumstances and limits its application to broad, programmatic
EISs that would involve multiple agencies. For most actions, the purpose and need
statement should be constructed to reflect BLM's discretion consistent with its decision
space under its statutory and regulatory requirements. Thus, alternatives that are not
within BLM jurisdiction would not be considered reasonable. Further, “[ijn determining
the scope of alternatives to be considered, the emphasis is on what is ‘reasonable’
rather than on whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying
out a particular alternative...” (CEQ Forty Questions, No. 2a.)

Consideration of a No Action Alternative is mandated by NEPA. As with the CEQA No
Project Alternative, this is the scenario that would exist if the proposed project were not
constructed and no land use plan amendment were undertaken. Under the first No
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Action Alternative, the land would continue to be managed by BLM under the existing
management plan as defined in the California Desert Conservation Area plan. This
SA/DEIS also evaluates two other No Action Alternatives: one in which the project could
be disapproved, but the plan amendment approved to allow other solar projects, and
one in which the project would be disapproved and a plan amendment implemented to
prohibit solar or renewable project development at the site.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Requlations

Federal regulations require that if waters of the U.S. are affected by a proposed project,
alternatives must be considered that reduce effects on the waters of the U.S. These
regulations are presented in CFR 40 Part 230 Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines for
Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material, Subpart B--Compliance With
the Guidelines, Sec. 230.10 Restrictions on discharge. Those regulations require that
the Corps prepare a “404(b)1 Analysis” to evaluate alternatives.

Regarding the Corps’ required alternatives analysis, the regulations state the following:

(a) Except as provided under section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged or fill
material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed
discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so
long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental
consequences.

(1) For the purpose of this requirement, practicable alternatives include, but are
not limited to:

(i) Activities which do not involve a discharge of dredged or fill material into
the waters of the United States or ocean waters;

(ii) Discharges of dredged or fill material at other locations in waters of the
United States or ocean waters;

(2) An alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after
taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall
project purposes. If it is otherwise a practicable alternative, an area not presently
owned by the applicant, which could reasonably be obtained, utilized, expanded
or managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity may be
considered.

(3) Where the activity associated with a discharge which is proposed for a special
aquatic site (as defined in subpart E) does not require access or proximity to or
sighting within the special aquatic site in question to fulfill its basic purpose (i.e.,
is not "water dependent"), practicable alternatives that do not involve special
aquatic sites are presumed to be available, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise...

To meet these requirements, this alternatives analysis fully considers two alternatives
within the boundaries of the proposed project, as described in Section B.2.4. In addition,
a range of other alternatives that comply with the Corps’ guidelines are presented in
Section B.2.6 (alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis), and
additional offsite alternatives are presented in Section B.2.5 (Site Alternatives Evaluated
Under CEQA).
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B.2.4 SCREENING METHODOLOGY

To prepare the alternatives analysis, the following methodology was used:

1.

Develop an understanding of the project, identify the basic objectives of the project,
and describe its potentially significant adverse impacts.

Identify and evaluate technology alternatives to the project such as increased energy
efficiency (or demand-side management) and the use of alternative generation
technologies (e.g., solar or other renewable or nonrenewable technologies).

Identify and evaluate alternative locations.

4. Evaluate potential alternatives to select those qualified for detailed evaluation. Under

NEPA, explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and of those reasonable
alternatives, identify those that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance
the quality of the human environment.

Evaluate the impacts of not constructing the project, known as the No Project
alternative under CEQA and the No Action alternative under NEPA.

Based on this methodology, each potential alternative was evaluated according the
following criteria for its ability to:

for CEQA purposes, avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the potential
significant adverse effects of the project as described above;

for CEQA purposes, meet most or all of the project objectives;

for NEPA purposes, be consistent with BLM’s purpose and need, and be otherwise
reasonable.

B.24.1 APPLICANT'S PROJECT OBJECTIVES
Two primary objectives are set forth by Stirling Energy Systems (SES 2008a):

to provide clean, renewable, solar-powered electricity and to assist San Diego Gas &
Electric (SDG&E) in meeting its obligations under California’s Renewable Portfolio
Standard Program (RPS);

to assist SDG&E in reducing its greenhouse gas emissions as required by the
California Global Warming Solutions Act.

Additionally, Stirling Energy Systems states the purpose of the project as:

to provide up to 750 MW of renewable electric capacity under a 20-year power
purchase agreement (PPA) to SDG&E;

to contribute to the achievement of the 20% renewables RPS target set by
California’s governor and legislature;

to assist in reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the electricity sector;

to contribute to meeting California’s future electric power needs, and
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e to assist the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) in meeting its strategic
goals for the integration of renewable resources, as listed in its Five-Year Strategic
Plan for 2008-2012.

B.24.2  PROJECT OBJECTIVES OF THE ENERGY COMMISSION
(CEQA)

After considering the objectives set out by the applicant, the Energy Commission has
identified the following basic project objectives, which are used to evaluate the viability
of alternatives in accordance with CEQA requirements:

e to construct and operate an up to 750 MW renewable power generating facility in
California capable of selling competitively priced renewable energy consistent with
the needs of California utilities;

e to locate the facility in areas of high solarity with ground slope of less than 5%.

In addition, when considering retention or elimination of alternative renewable technol-
ogies, in addition to evaluating the likelihood of reducing or eliminating the potential
impacts of SES Solar Two at its proposed site, staff evaluated whether alternative
technologies could meet the following key project objectives:

e to provide clean, renewable electricity and to assist San Diego Gas & Electric
(SDG&E) in meeting its obligations under California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard
Program (RPS);

e to assist SDG&E in reducing its greenhouse gas emissions as required by the
California Global Warming Solutions Act; and

e to contribute to the achievement of the 33% RPS target set by California’s governor
and legislature.

B.2.4.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR PROPOSED PROJECT AND
PLAN AMENDMENT (BLM)

Bureau of Land Management. Federal orders and laws require government agencies
to expedite the review of energy related projects to the extent allowed by law, evaluate
energy generation projects and facilitate the development of renewable energy sources.
The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct) encourages the United States Department of the
Interior (DOI), BLM’s parent agency, to approve at least 10,000 MW of renewable
energy on public lands by 2015. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, mandates
that agencies expedite their "review of permits or take other actions as necessary to
accelerate the completion of such projects, while maintaining safety, public health, and
environmental protections” in the “production and transmission of energy in a safe and
environmentally sound manner.”

Secretarial Order 3283, Enhancing Renewable Energy Development on the Public
Lands, requires the BLM to ensure that processing and permitting of renewable energy
projects complies with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act,
Endangered Species Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and all other laws and
regulations; improve efficiencies in the processing of renewable energy applications and
the consistent application of renewable energy policies; and develop Best Management
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Practices for renewable energy projects on public lands to ensure the most
environmentally responsible development of renewable energy, among other things.

Secretarial Order 3285, Renewable Energy Development by the Department of the
Interior requires BLM to encourage the development of environmentally responsible
renewable energy generation. Both of these Secretarial Orders will be considered in
responding to the SES application for the proposed Solar Two Project.

SES has filed an application with BLM for a land use right-of-way (ROW) grant pursuant
to the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, 43 USC 1761). Under
FLPMA Title V Section 501 (a)(4) (Rights-of-Way), the United States Secretary of the
Interior, as delegated to the BLM, is authorized to grant ROW on lands under the
jurisdiction of the BLM for the purpose of allowing systems for generation, transmission,
and distribution of electric energy.

The BLM's purpose and need for the Solar Two project is to respond to the SES
application under Title V of FLMPA for a ROW grant to construct, operate and
decommission a solar thermal facility and associated infrastructure in compliance with
FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable federal laws. The BLM will decide
whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to
SES for the proposed Solar Two Project, BLM's actions will also include concurrent
consideration of amending the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of
1980. The decision the BLM will make is whether or not to grant a ROW and, if so,
under what terms and conditions, and whether or not to amend the land use plan.

As discussed in Section A, solar power facilities are an allowable use of lands under
BLM jurisdiction in Multiple Use Class (MUC) L (limited use) areas. Since the site for the
proposed Solar Two Project is currently classified within an MUC L area, solar power
facilities are generally allowed. However, Chapter 3, the “Energy Production and Ultility
Corridors Element” of the CDCA Plan requires that newly proposed sites associated
with power generation or transmission facilities not already identified in the Plan will be
considered through the plan amendment process. The proposed SES Solar Two project
site is not currently identified in the proposed power facility and transmission line
element within the Plan. As such, a plan amendment is required in order to approve the
site location consistent with the CDCA Plan.

Department of Energy. SES has also applied to the United States (U.S.) Department
of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee pursuant to Title XVII of the EPAct. Title XVII of
EPAct authorizes the United States Secretary of Energy to make loan guarantees for a
variety of types of projects, including those that “avoid, reduce, or sequester air
pollutants or anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases, and employ new or
significantly improved technologies as compared to commercial technologies in service
in the United States at the time the guarantee is issued.” The two principal goals of the
loan guarantee program are to encourage commercial use in the United States of new
or significantly improved energy-related technologies and to achieve substantial
environmental benefits. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to comply with their
mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act.
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B.2.4.4 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
AND PROJECT IMPACTS

Section B.1 of the SA/DEIS provides a detailed description of the proposed project, and
a summary is presented here as context for the alternatives analysis. The proposed
SES Solar Two project is a nominal 750 MW solar plant located on approximately 6,144
acres of public lands and 360 acres of private lands. The project is divided into two
phases:

e Phase | would include 12,000 SunCatchers located on approximately 2,550 acres
and would create 300 MW of solar energy; and

e Phase Il would include 18,000 SunCatchers located on approximately 3,500 acres
and would create 450 MW of energy.

e Additional acreage would be required for the operation and administration buildings,
the maintenance building, and the substation building.

Each phase is divided into groups consisting of 60 SunCatchers that would create 1.5
MW and be connected in series of 3, 6, and 9 MW. These groups would be clustered
and connected to overhead collection lines at 48 or 51 MWSs.

The project also includes a new electrical substation, a 10.3-mile transmission line
interconnection with San Diego Gas and Electric’s (SDG&E) Imperial Valley Substation,
and a water pipeline. The 10.3-mile transmission line is part of the application submitted
to the BLM for this ROW grant and will be built, operated and owned by the applicant.
The existing SDG&E's Imperial Valley Substation is not part of the application submitted
to the BLM for a ROW grant.

Based on the analysis presented in the technical sections of this Staff Assessment/Draft
Environmental Impact statement (SA/DEIS), the following impacts have been identified
as issues of greatest concern for the proposed SES Solar Two project:

e Cultural Resources: Due to the undisturbed nature of the area, the extremely high
frequency of identified cultural resources on or adjacent to the proposed project site,
and the potential for unidentified cultural resource sites, the SES Solar Two project
would create impacts to numerous cultural resources. The installation of 30,000
SunCatchers and associated facilities over the 6,500-acre project site would affect
328 known archaeological sites. Although the nature of the installation of the
SunCatcher technology allows for reduced ground disturbance relative to other solar
technologies and flexibility in the location of the individual units, the construction of
the project would, nonetheless, lead to the whole and partial destruction of a number
of cultural resources. Note that the cultural resources on the site are being evaluated
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

e Biological Resources: The SES Solar Two site supports a diversity of mammals,
birds, and reptiles, including some special-status wildlife species. Grading on the site
will not directly or indirectly impact sensitive plant communities or wetlands, but will
result in direct impacts to some special-status animal species and possibly special-
status plant species and in the removal of vegetation that provides cover, foraging,
and breeding habitat for wildlife to a 6,063.1-acre site. Implementation of Conditions
of Certification required in the SA/DEIS would reduce impacts to less than significant
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levels. The SES Solar Two project would impact ephemeral washes with the
placement of the SunCatchers in the bed of the washes which would disrupt the
hydrological and biological functions and processes of the ephemeral washes.
Culverts will also be placed in the larger washes for the roads that cross the larger
ephemeral washes. Though CDFG jurisdictional streambeds would be mitigated to
less than significant levels, this would not be the case for the waters of the U.S., so
alternatives must be considered to reduce these impacts.

e Air Quality: With the adoption of the Conditions of Certification discussed in the Air
Quiality Section of this SA/DEIS, the SES Solar Two project would comply with all
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards and would not result in any
significant air quality-related CEQA impacts. Additionally, the SES Solar Two project
would emit substantially less greenhouse gas emissions per megawatt-hour
produced than fossil fueled generation resources in California.

e Soils and Water: Stream morphology on the site could be affected through: a)
increased production of sediment from the watershed surface; b) placement of
obstructions in the flow path resulting in local scour and potential diversions; c)
clearing of vegetation within channels and increasing sediment transport capacity;
and, d) installing sediment basins throughout the site to mitigate for increased
sediment production. The result could be excess sediment deposition at culverts and
bridges along the Evan Hewes Highway and parallel railroad, and toward the east in
the direction of the Westside Main canal. Other effects could occur as described
above. The level of analysis developed in the AFC and supporting documents is not
sufficient to resolve uncertainties regarding the ability of the proposed mitigation
measures to reduce sedimentation and stream morphology impacts to a level less
than significant. In the absence of a detailed, site-specific sediment transport
analysis specifically addressing these issues, these stream morphology impacts are
considered a significant adverse impact of the project.

e Visual Resources: The SES Solar Two project would substantially degrade the
existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings, including views
as seen by motorists on Highway [-8, from recreational destinations within the Yuha
Desert Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), and from portions of the
Juan Bautista de Anza National Historic Trail, resulting in significant impacts.
Because effective, feasible mitigation measures could not be identified by staff,
these impacts are considered to be unavoidable. The BLM’s interim Visual
Resources Methodology considers the project area to be Interim VRM Class Rating
was determined to be Class III%.

e Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative impacts to biological resources include contributions
to the cumulative loss of habitat for native plant communities and wildlife, including
special-status species. SES Solar Two would also contribute to the cumulative
increase in avian and other predators in the area, increasing predation pressures on

Z Interim VRM rating of Class Il was defined in the Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Project EIR/EIS
(CPUC, 2009). VRM Class lll is defined as an area where the objective is to partially retain the existing
character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate or
lower. Management activities may attract attention but should not dominate the view of the casual
observer. Changes should repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the
characteristic landscape.

February 2010 B.2-13 ALTERNATIVES



FTHL. Cumulative impacts to land use would be considered significant and
unavoidable because the cumulative land use conversion resulting from the
proposed project, along with the impacts of past and foreseeable projects in the
region would preclude numerous existing land uses including recreation, rangeland,
and open space. The anticipated cumulative visual impacts of the SES Solar Two
project in combination with past and foreseeable future local projects in the West
Mesa/Yuha Desert region of southwestern Imperial County, and past and
foreseeable future region-wide projects in the southern California desert are
considered cumulatively considerable, potentially significant, and unavoidable.

The alternatives analysis focuses on the consideration of these impacts and the extent
to which they could be reduced or eliminated by alternatives to the proposed project.

B.2.5 SUMMARY OF SCOPING AND SCREENING RESULTS

The public scoping comment period allowed the public and regulatory agencies an
opportunity to comment on the scope of the SA/DEIS, comment on the alternatives
considered, and identify issues that should be addressed in the SA/DEIS. The
discussion below presents the key issues identified from the written and oral comments
received during the scoping process on the SES Solar Two project. The specific issues
raised during the public scoping process are:

e Concerns regarding the project’s purpose and need and the project’s relationship to
the Sunrise Powerlink project

e Concerns regarding the viability of the proposed technology

e Concerns regarding alternatives, suggestions for project phasing, alternative sites
and smaller sites, alternative technologies, and distributed rooftop solar

e Concerns regarding funding of the project
e Potential air quality impacts, requests to identify project emissions

e Potential impacts to rare, declining, and listed species and their associated desert
habitat and water use;

e Potential impacts to the flat-tailed horned lizard, big horn sheep, and burrowing owl

e Cumulative and regional impacts including those of other renewable energy projects
in the region and on BLM lands

e Potential impacts to cultural resources and the need for consultation with Tribal
governments

e Potential environmental justice impacts
¢ Potential impacts of hazardous wastes

e Potential impacts to land use, conflicts with federal State, Tribal or local land use
plans, recreation uses in the project area, and use of public/BLM lands

e Potential risk associated with soil fungi and risks for Valley Fever

e Concern regarding glare from mirrors to aircraft
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e Potential damage/risks associated with seismic activity

e Need for information on skill levels for the kinds of job that will be created
e Need for a traffic study that includes the Centinela State Prison

e Potential visual impacts and effects on visual resources in the area

e Evaluate project need for water and impacts to water supply, direct and indirect
effects on groundwater.

Scoping comments are also listed in Introduction Table 1 of the Introduction section
of this SA/DEIS and in the BLM'’s Final Scoping Report.

B.2.6 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED UNDER NEPA AND CEQA

Section B.2.1 describes the requirements for evaluation of alternatives under NEPA,
CEQA, and the Corps’ requirements for 404(b)1 analyses. This section describes the
three alternatives to the proposed project that are retained for analysis: the 300 MW
(Phase 1) Alternative, the Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, the Drainage Avoidance
#2 Alternative, as well as the No Project/No Action Alternative. The proposed project is
described in Section B.1. The proposed project and the retained alternatives are
evaluated under both NEPA and CEQA in Sections C and D (Environmental and
Engineering Analysis).

B.2.6.1 300 MW ALTERNATIVE

The 300 MW Alternative would essentially be Phase 1 of the proposed 750 MW project
as defined by SES. The boundaries of this alternative are shown in Alternatives Figure
1A (all figures are presented at the end of this section). The 300 MW Alternative would
consist of 12,000 SunCatchers with a net generating capacity of approximately 300 MW
occupying approximately 2,600 acres of land. This alternative would retain 40% of the
proposed SunCatchers and would affect 40% of the land of the proposed 750 MW
project.

Similar to the proposed project, the 300 MW Alternative would transmit power to the grid
through the SDG&E Imperial Valley Substation and would require infrastructure
including a water supply pipeline, transmission line, road access, operations facilities,
substation, and hydrogen system (SES 2008a). This infrastructure would require
approximately 40 acres.

The 300 MW Alternative is evaluated in this SA/DEIS because it is reasonable and
would substantially lessen all of the impacts of the project. Additionally, the 300 MW
Alternative would allow the applicant to demonstrate the success of the Stirling engine
technology and construction techniques, while resulting in reduced impacts to the desert
environment. Such a limited or phased alternative was suggested in numerous scoping
comments.

Under the 300 MW Alternative, the Energy Commission and BLM would approve only
the 300 MW facility, and not the 750 MW project that is proposed. While the proposed
project would be phased (300 MW, then the remaining 450 phased), the 300 MW
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Alternative would occur in one phase and would not include additional phases leading to
the total 750 MW facility. Under this alternative a ROW grant for the appropriate
acreage would be issued, and the CDCA plan would be amended to include the SES
Solar Two project power generation facilities and transmission line as an approved site
under the Plan.

This alternative is analyzed in section C and D, below, within each resource element
subsection.

B.2.6.2 DRAINAGE AVOIDANCE #1 ALTERNATIVE

The first of two alternatives developed to reduce impacts to the waters of the U.S. would
prohibit permanent impacts within the 10 primary drainages within the proposed project
boundaries. This alternative is illustrated in Alternatives Figure 1B. This alternative
would have the same outer project boundaries as the proposed project, but it would
prohibit installation of permanent structures within the ten primary drainages, thereby
reducing the available acreage for development from 6,500 to 4,690, and reducing the
generation capacity from 750 MW under the proposed project to 632 MW (84% of the
proposed generation capacity). Rather than the 30,000 SunCatchers included in the
proposed project, there would be approximately 25,000 of them installed.

This alternative was developed by the Corps with the following intent:

e It would avoid permanent effects on all "Primary" Waters of the U.S. ("primary"”
streams are shown in Alternatives Figure 1B).

e Tributaries to these main stems are considered "secondary" streams and are not
fully avoided in this alternative.

e This alternative would allow for limited road and transmission line crossings through
"primary"” streams, but not installation of sun catchers within the waters of the U.S.

e Transmission crossings below the existing grade would have temporary impacts and
road crossings would be designed to have minimal impacts. Minimal impacts means
that arch crossings, bottomless culverts, or bridges would be used that allow full
conveyance of hydrology and sediment and if necessary wildlife movement).

Under this alternative a ROW grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and
the CDCA plan would be amended to include the SES Solar Two project power
generation facilities and transmission line as an approved site under the Plan. This
alternative is analyzed in Sections C and D, below, within each resource element
subsection.

B.2.6.3 DRAINAGE AVOIDANCE #2 ALTERNATIVE

The Drainage Avoidance #2 Alternative would eliminate both the eastern and
westernmost portions of the proposed project, where the largest drainage complexes
are located. This alternative is shown in Alternatives Figure 1C. It would reduce the
overall size of the project area by over 50% (from 6,500 acres to 3,153 acres). It would
also reduce the generation capacity from 750 MW to 423 MW (retaining only about 32%
of the proposed number of SunCatchers). In this alternative, permanent structures
(SunCatchers) would be allowed within all drainages inside the revised, smaller project
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boundaries, but the only development allowed outside of the alternative boundaries
would be access roads and transmission line crossings.

This alternative was developed by the Corps with the following intent:

e The alternative would avoid most severe effects on tributaries to the New River and
the Salton Sea by avoiding the largest drainage complexes.

e It would avoid effects on all "primary" and "secondary" streams on both the western
and eastern edge of the proposed project area with the exception of limited road and
transmission line crossings required to serve the remaining center project segment
(as described in Drainage Avoidance #1 Alternative, above.

Under this alternative a ROW grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and
the CDCA plan would be amended to include the SES Solar Two project power
generation facilities and transmission line as an approved site under the Plan.

This alternative is analyzed in Sections C and D, below, within each resource element
subsection.

B.2.6.4 NO PROJECT/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

CEOA No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative under CEQA defines the scenario that would exist if the
proposed SES Solar Two Project were not constructed. The CEQA Guidelines state that
“the purpose of describing and analyzing a ‘no project’ alternative is to allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of
not approving the proposed project” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 8 15126.6(i)). The No
Project analysis in this SA/DEIS considers existing conditions and “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved...” (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14 8 15126.6(e)(2)).

If the No Project Alternative were selected, the construction and operational impacts of
the SES Solar Two project would not occur. There would be no grading of the site, no
loss of resources or disturbance of approximately 6,500 acres of desert habitat, and no
installation of power generation and transmission equipment. The No Project Alternative
would also eliminate contributions to cumulative impacts on a number of resources and
environmental parameters in Imperial County and in the Colorado Desert as a whole.

In the absence of the SES Solar Two project, however, other power plants, both
renewable and non-renewable, may have to be constructed to serve the demand for
electricity and to meet RPS. The impacts of these other facilities may be similar to those
of the proposed project because these technologies require large amounts of land like
that required for the SES Solar Two Project. The No Project/No Action Alternative may
also lead to siting of other non-solar renewable technologies to help achieve the
California RPS.

Additionally, if the No Project/No Action Alternative were chosen, additional gas-fired

power plants may be built, or that existing gas-fired plants may operate longer. If the
proposed project were not built, California would not benefit from the reduction in
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greenhouse gases that this facility would provide, and SDG&E would not receive the
750 MW contribution to its renewable state-mandated energy portfolio.

NEPA No Action Alternatives

Under NEPA, the No Action Alternative is used as a benchmark of existing conditions
by which the public and decision makers can compare the environmental effects of the
proposed action and the alternatives. Like the No Project Alternative described above,
under the No Action Alternative, the impacts of the SES Solar Two project would not
occur.

BLM is considering two separate actions (whether to approve a plan amendment and
whether to approve the proposed project or an alternative). BLM’s “action alternative”
would be to amend the CDCA Plan to include SES Solar Two project (750 MW), and to
approve the project as proposed (750 MW). The SES Solar Two 750 MW project and
ancillary facilities are approved, a ROW grant is issued, and the CDCA Plan is amended
to include the SES Solar Two power generation facilities and transmission line as an
approved site under the Plan. Similarly, BLM could amend CDCA Plan to include one of
the alternatives fully analyzed in this Draft EIS (the 300 MW, Drainage Avoidance #1, or
Drainage Avoidance #2 alternatives), and approve the construction and operation of
those alternatives. The alternative and ancillary facilities would be approved, a ROW
grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and the CDCA Plan would be
amended to include the alternative power generation facilities and transmission line as
an approved site under the Plan.

BLM'’s alternatives related to the No Action Alternative and the Plan amendment are the
following:

e No Action on project but amend the CDCA plan to make the area available for
future solar development. The SES Solar Two project is not approved (project
denied), and no ROW grant is issued to SES, but the CDCA plan is amended to
make the project area available for large scale renewable energy development
under a future project.

e No Action on project and amend the CDCA plan to make the area unavailable
for future solar development. The SES Solar Two project is not approved (project
denied), and no ROW grant is issued to SES, and the CDCA plan is amended to
make the project area unavailable for large scale renewable energy development.

e No Action on project application and on land use plan amendment. The SES
Solar Two project is not approved (denied), no ROW grant is issued, and no CDCA
Plan amendment is approved. There is no consideration of information that would
allow approval of a CDCA Plan amendment that would make the land available for
large scale energy development in the future.

Each of these No Action Alternatives is addressed under each resource element of
Sections C and D.
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B.2.7 SITE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED ONLY UNDER CEQA

Three site alternatives are evaluated by the Energy Commission under CEQA only.
BLM considers these alternatives in the category of “considered but eliminated from
detailed analysis” because they would be inconsistent with BLM'’s purpose and need for
the action under consideration or are otherwise unreasonable alternatives under NEPA.
An unreasonable alternative under NEPA is one whose effects cannot be reasonably
ascertained, whose implementation is remote or speculative, which is infeasible,
ineffective, and remote from reality; which is inconsistent with basic policy objectives for
management of the area. Reasonable alternatives are dictated by the nature and scope
of the proposed action and are defined by the purpose and need. Because the offsite
alternatives are not under BLM jurisdiction, BLM would have no discretionary approval
authorities for those alternatives.

Two of the alternative sites evaluated in this section (Mesquite Lake and Agricultural
Lands Alternatives) are located on private lands. The third alternative site evaluated
under CEQA only (South of Highway 98 Alternative) is on land under the jurisdiction of
the Bureau of Reclamation; it was withdrawn from the operation of the public land laws
due to its proximity to the All American Canal. This site is within the area identified by
BLM as a Solar Study Area for the Solar Programmatic EIS now being prepared.

The Energy Commission does not have the authority to approve an alternative or require
SES to move the proposed project to another location, even if it identifies an alternative
site that meets the project objectives and avoids or substantially lessens one or more of
the significant adverse effects of the project. Implementation of an alternative site would
require the applicant to submit a new Application for Certification (AFC), including
revised engineering and environmental analyses. This more rigorous AFC-level analysis
of any of the alternative sites could reveal environmental impacts; nonconformity with
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards; or potential mitigation requirements that
were not identified during the more general alternatives analysis presented herein.
Preparation and review of a new AFC for the SES Solar Two Project on an alternative
site would require substantial additional time.

Alternatives sites for the SES Solar Two Project were suggested in scoping comments
as a means to reduce the project impacts to undisturbed land and desert environments.
The Mesquite Lake Alternative was suggested by scoping comments, and numerous
scoping comments suggested consideration of a private/disturbed land alternative.
Scoping comments stated that because the Stirling technology is developed in clusters,
it is not necessary for the solar facility site to be on a single contiguous parcel. The
South of Highway 98 Alternative was identified by the Renewable Energy Transmission
Initiative (RETI) process as a proxy solar project. It is currently under consideration by
the BLM and DOE in the Solar Programmatic EIS as a Solar Energy Study Area.

The three alternative sites considered in the analysis in this SA/DEIS are illustrated on
Alternatives Figure 2 at the end of this section:

e Mesquite Lake Alternative
e Agricultural Lands Alternative

e South of Highway 98 Alternative
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Site Selection Criteria

The following site selection criteria identified in the SES Solar Two AFC were used to
choose the proposed site (SES 2008a):

e facility should be located in an area of long hours of sunlight (low cloudiness),
insolation should be at a level of seven kilowatt-hours per square meter per day;

e the site should be relatively flat, site grade may be up to 5%
e wind speed of more than 35 miles per hour less than 2% of the time;

e land must be available for sale or use, landowner must be willing to negotiate a long-
term option agreement so that site control does not require a large capital investment
until license is obtained,;

e project must be located in close proximity to high-voltage California Independent
System Operator (CAISO) transmission lines with adequate capacity and should
have an adequate water supply;

¢ site should have ease of access and close proximity to access roads;

e site should have few or no environmentally sensitive areas (particularly biological
and cultural resources) and should allow development with minimal environmental
impacts;

e proposed use should be consistent with existing laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards;

e site should be located on property currently available at a reasonable cost.

The site criteria do not state a minimum acreage required for a 750 MW Stirling engine
system facility. Within the 6,500 acres for which SES has requested a ROW grant from
BLM, approximately 3,000 acres would be graded for the project, including access
roads and infrastructure (SES 2008a). It is assumed that additional acreage (above
3,000) would be required for project design and to avoid shading; however, the exact
amount of total acreage required is unclear. Because the site alternatives do not contain
major washes or sensitive habitat and cultural resources, it is possible that less than
6,500 acres would be required for a 750 MW facility at one or more of those sites. If the
project were not able to be constructed on less than 6,500 acres, the individual alternative
sites considered here would not meet project requirements and a combination of portions
of two alternative sites would be necessary. This would increase the cost of the project
due to the need for additional infrastructure (transmission, water, etc.).

In a June 2009 comment letter, Audubon California and other groups defined the
following list of criteria for areas to avoid in siting renewable projects:

e Locations that support sensitive biological resources, including: federally designated
and proposed critical habitat; significant populations of federal or state threatened
and endangered species, significant populations of sensitive, rare and special status
species, and rare or unigue plant communities;

e Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Wildlife Habitat Management Areas,
proposed Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan
Conservation Reserves;

ALTERNATIVES B.2-20 February 2010



e Lands purchased for conservation including those conveyed to the BLM,;

e Landscape-level biological linkage areas required for the continued functioning of
biological and ecological processes;

e Proposed Wilderness Areas, proposed National Monuments, and Citizens’
Wilderness Inventory Areas;

e Wetlands and riparian areas, including the upland habitat and groundwater
resources required to protect the integrity of seeps, springs, streams or wetlands;

e National Register of Historic Places eligible sites and other known cultural resources;

e Locations directly adjacent to National or State Park units.

During the FLPMA ROW grant pre-application period, BLM worked closely with the
project applicant to identify a feasible site without known environmental concerns. This
effort resulting in a identification of the propose site, which does reflect many of the
suggested criteria for siting presented by Audubon California as noted above. As a
result of the pre-application activity (pre-scoping activity), and the scoping and public
comment process, alternative sites considered in this SA/EIS were selected based on
an attempt to meet as many of these criteria as possible.

Other Sites on BLM Land

The BLM has received a large number of utility-scale solar energy project proposals for
BLM-administered lands throughout California. The BLM processes solar energy ROW
grant applications under its Solar Energy Development Policy (Instructional Memorandum
No. 2007-097) and addresses environmental concerns for the utility-scale energy
projects on a case-by-case basis in conformance with its existing policies, manuals, and
statutory and regulatory authorities. Under its existing regulations, BLM determines if
competing applications exist for the same facility or system. Applications that are first in
time are given priority in consideration and are not considered competing applications
with those filed later in time.

In addition, another site with an active pending application (Site 2) is not a reasonable
alternative to a proposed project, such as SES Solar Two. Site 2 is not a reasonable
alternative because selection and approval of Site 2 in lieu of the proposed project (or
one of its alternatives) is remote and speculative. If BLM were to consider Site 2 as an
alternative to the proposed project, it would inherently be making a determination of
reasonableness of the proposed alternative. However, an active pending application for
Site 2 commands priority in consideration for that site location just as an active pending
application for the SES Solar Two site commands priority for its site location. Unless
and until the active pending application for Site 2 is eliminated from consideration, the
BLM would not approve the Site 2 alternative over the proposed project, in this case
SES Solar Two. Therefore, an alternative site on BLM land with an active pending
application for another project is not considered a reasonable alternative to the proposed
project for purposes of alternatives analysis.

The BLM and DOE are preparing a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS) on solar energy development in six states in the western U.S. (Arizona, California,
Colorado, New Mexico, Nevada, and Utah) (USDOE 2008). As part of that PEIS, the
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BLM and DOE identified 24 tracts of BLM-administered land for in-depth study for solar
development, some or all of which may be found appropriate for designation as solar
energy zones in the future. The public scoping period on the solar energy zone maps
ended in September 2009. The Draft PEIS is anticipated to be published in 2010.

B.2.7.1 MESQUITE LAKE ALTERNATIVE

Scoping comments requested that the Mesquite Lake area be considered as an
alternative site because it is disturbed land and is zoned for industrial use. The Mesquite
Lake Specific Plan defines Mesquite Lake as an area that is bordered by Keystone
Road to the north, Highway 86 to the west, Harris Road to the south, and approximately
2,250 feet east of Old Highway 111 to the east. Alternatives Figure 3 shows the
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan area.

This land was previously used primarily for agriculture. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
Area encompasses approximately 5,100 acres of land; however, some of this land is
already in use. However, approximately 2,150 additional acres may be available
immediately north of the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area. This is because, in the 1993
General Plan, Imperial County designated a Specific Plan Area that consists of
approximately 11.5 square miles (approximately 7,250 acres) extending between SR 86
on the west, SR 111 on the east and bordered by Harris Road on the south and Carey
Road on the north as an area for new job-producing light, medium, and heavy industrial
uses (Imperial County 2006). In 2006, the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area scaled
back the Specific Plan Area to 5,100 acres and identifies the additional 2,150 acres as a
future expansion zone.

The Mesquite Lake Alternative would require approximately 6,500 acres to construct the
750 MW solar facility and associated facilities. Because the layout for the SES Solar
Two project at the proposed site is based on avoiding major washes and sensitive
habitat and cultural resource areas whenever possible, it is possible that fewer than
6,500 acres would be required at the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area because it is
flatter and does not include large washes as does the proposed SES Solar Two site.

The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area encompasses 5,100 acres. The Holly Sugar
Plant is located in the northwest corner. One non-operational alternative-fuel-burning
electric power plant, the Mesquite Lake Recovery Facility and one operational biomass
facility, the Imperial Valley Resource Recovery Plant, are located within the plan
boundaries (Imperial County 2006). Some crop production occurs at the site and there
are several fish production ponds; however, due to the alkalinity of the soil, much of the
agricultural land is currently fallow.

The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area is made up of approximately 70 parcels with 52
land owners. A number of these parcels have been advertised for sale on local realty
websites. The land north of the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area, identified in the 1993
General Plan Specific Plan Area, includes additional separate parcels. Due to the number
of parcels that would have to be acquired to accommodate a 750 MW alternative on this
site, this alternative would make obtaining site control more challenging (in comparison
to obtaining a right-of-way grant to use BLM land). The applicant would have to negotiate
separately with multiple landowners. The Draft Phase 2a Report published by the
Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) in early June 2009 identified private
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land areas suitable for solar development only if there were no more than 20 owners in
a two-square-mile (1,280-acre) area.

The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area is located approximately one mile north of the
City of Imperial and approximately four miles south of the City of Brawley. The Mesquite
Lake region has a solar potential of between 6.75 and 8 kilowatt hours (kWh)/meter
squared (m?)/day (CEC 2008a). The elevation of the site is approximately 75 to 140 feet
below mean sea level and severe tropical storms have been known to cause shallow
inundation in the area (Imperial County 2006). The site would be accessed via SR 86,
from the Keystone Road exit. Existing structures are located at the northwest and
northeast corners of the plan area and existing fish ponds are located along part of the
southern boundary.

Four projects have applied for use of land in the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area.
According to the 2006 Master EIR for the area, the projects proposed for use of this
land include:

e Liberty X Biofuels Power, LLC, a new 17.5 MW thermal electric plant located on a
38-acre site on Keystone Road, west of SR 111;

e Holly Sugar/Imperial Bioresources, LLC, proposes an upgrade to the existing Holly
Sugar/Imperial Sugar Beet Factory which would include adding the processing of
sugar cane to the existing sugar beet factory and would also include the production
of ethanol from corn and sugar cane;

e Palo Verde Valley Disposal Service on a 25-acre site that would become a waste
collection facility north of Harris Road and approximately 1,650 feet east of SR 111,
and

e The NEAC, LLC, Compressed Hay Facility, a project on 142 acres located at the
northeast corner of SR 111 and Harris Road.

The Union Pacific Railroad and Rose Canal run through the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site. The Imperial Irrigation District (1ID) is the energy supplier in the region, and there is
currently a 92 kV transmission line located along the west side of Dogwood Road and
two 34.5 kV sub-transmission lines located along the west side of SR 111 (Imperial
County 2006). These lines have limited capacity to accommodate new development
(Imperial County 2006). As with the proposed SES Solar Two project, the Mesquite
Lake Alternative would include a water supply line, a hydrogen system, an onsite water
treatment facility, and an evaporation pond.

Transmission Interconnection. The Mesquite Lake Alternative would require
approximately 25 miles of new 230 kV transmission line to reach the Imperial Valley
Substation. The transmission line would follow the existing IID 92 kV ROW. It would exit
the alternative site just west of Dogwood Road. and continue south for approximately
4.5 miles until the intersection of Dogwood Road and West Aten Road. The transmission
interconnection would parallel the existing 11D 230 kV ROW from this intersection until
reaching the Imperial Valley Substation. At the intersection of Dogwood Road and West
Aten Road, the transmission route would turn west for approximately 7 miles, then turn
south approximately 4.5 miles, crossing over I-8. Approximately 0.5 miles south of I-8,
the transmission line would turn west for approximately 2 miles, then it turn south for 1.9
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miles along County Hwy S29. The route would turn west for approximately 1.4 miles at
West Wixom Road, then south for 1.4 miles along Liebert Road to enter the Imperial
Valley Substation from the north.

Environmental and Engineering Assessment of the Mesquite Lake Alternative

Air Quality

Environmental Setting. Each local air quality district in California establishes its own
significance criteria for environmental review of projects based on the specific conditions
within each air basin. Like the proposed SES Solar Two project, the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site is in the Salton Sea Air Basin, regulated by the Imperial County Air
Pollution Control District, ICAPCD). The pollutants of concern for Imperial County are
ozone (O3) and particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter or 2.5 microns
or less in diameter (Imperial County 2006). More specific information regarding the
Salton Sea Air Basin and ICAPCD can be found in the Air Quality section of this
SA/DEIS.

Environmental Impacts. Air quality impacts would principally consist of exhaust
emissions from on-site, off-road and gasoline-powered construction equipment (e.g.,
ozone precursors, NOx and VOC,; other criteria pollutants, such as CO and PM10; and
toxic diesel particulate matter emissions) and fugitive particulate matter (dust) from travel
on unpaved surfaces. These emissions are described in the Air Quality Section of the
SAJ/EIS for the proposed project and would be essentially the same at any site.

Exhaust emissions would also be caused by workers commuting to and from the work
sites, from trucks hauling equipment and supplies to the sites, and crew trucks (e.qg.,
derrick trucks, bucket trucks, pickups). Because of the remoteness of the alternative site,
workers and trucks hauling equipment and supplies would have to commute 8 miles (to El
Centro) or 120 miles (to San Diego) to reach the Mesquite Lake Alternative. The proposed
site for the SES Solar Two project is located approximately 15 miles from El Centro and
100 miles east of San Diego.

Emissions from the Mesquite Lake Alternative would need to be controlled to satisfy the
air permitting requirements of the ICAPCD. As such, construction and operation of a
750 MW project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be subject to permit
requirements, and it would require Energy Commission mitigation, similar to that of the
proposed SES Solar Two project, to avoid significant air quality impacts. Appropriate
mitigation at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would likely involve similar, locally
oriented recommendations such as the Conditions of Certification presented in the Air
Quality section of this SA/DEIS to reduce PM10 impacts.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The construction and operation emissions resulting
from building a 750 MW solar power plant at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would
be similar to those of the SES Solar Two project at the Plaster City Region.

Biological Resources

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is located in an agricultural area of Imperial County.
The primary land cover is active and inactive agricultural land. Rose Canal traverses the
west-central portion of the site from north to south. Several smaller unnamed irrigation
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canals are also present on site. The Holly Sugar Corporation occupies the northwestern
corner, and Memory Gardens Cemetery is located further south along the western site
boundary. Surrounding lands are active and inactive agriculture. The New River is
located approximately two miles to the west of the site.

A reconnaissance survey of the alternative site was conducted in December, 2009.
Reconnaissance surveys included visiting representative samples of habitat throughout
the proposed and alternative site, by driving roads in and adjacent to the SES Solar
Two project site and each alternative, as applicable, as well as conducting brief habitat
assessments on foot for parcels with public access. Plant and animal species observed
were noted, as well as potentially jurisdictional features. A jurisdictional feature includes
a feature that is under the jurisdiction of a local, State or federal agency such as the
Waters of the United States (including wetlands) which are regulated by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (COE) under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Aerial interpretation
also was used for areas with restricted access and/or time constraints. Sensitive
species with potential to occur on each alternative were determined by a habitat-based
analysis and by consulting the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB).

The majority of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site is active and inactive agriculture
comprised of hay fields, fallow fields, cattle grazing, a fish farm, processing plant, and
equipment staging areas. Small areas of highly disturbed Sonoran desert scrub occur in
a scattered distribution on site and include creosote bush, alkali goldenbush, and
desert-thorn (Lycium sp.) as typical species. Patches of tamarisk scrub occur along
portions of some on-site irrigation canals, as well as in a stand north of the cemetery.
The entire site is highly disturbed and degraded from ongoing agricultural activities.

The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area Master EIR identified three vegetation communities
within the plan area: bush seepweed-iodine bush scrub, tamarisk scrub, and disturbed
wetlands (Imperial County, 2006). These plant communities are described below. As
noted earlier, the majority of the area is in agricultural uses or fallow agricultural uses.

Bush Seepweed-lodine Bush Scrub. Bush seepweed-iodine bush scrub is a community
dominated by shrubs in the Chenopodiaceae family. This community occurs on moist
valley bottoms and lake beds. The sites supporting this community have poorly drained
soils with extremely high alkalinity and/or salt content. A total of 729.7 acres of bush
seepweed-iodine bush scrub, of which 562.2 acres are disturbed, occur within the
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area (Imperial County, 2006).

Tamarisk Scrub. Irrigation drains and canals, low-lying areas, and berms surrounding
some old drainage ponds support tamarisk scrub, freshwater marsh and/or exotic,
herbaceous wetland species. Most of the concrete-lined drains and canals do not
support vegetation. Vegetation is restricted to the earthen facilities (Imperial County
2006). Tamarisk scrub occurs along sandy or gravelly braided washes or intermittent
streams, often in areas where high evaporation increases the stream’s salinity. Within
the specific plan area, this community occurs sporadically along the drains and canals,
along the berms of agriculture ponds, and in low-lying areas with a high water table. A
total of 287.5 acres of tamarisk scrub occurs within the Specific Plan area. Included in
this total are approximately 64.5 acres of disturbed tamarisk scrub (Imperial County
2006).
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Disturbed Wetlands. Many of the earthen drains and canals within the study area are
periodically cleared of vegetation to improve water flow and reduce evapotranspiration
losses from the vegetation. Areas classified as disturbed wetlands support herbaceous
species such as salt grass and Mexican sprangletop (Leptochloa uninervia), with an
occasional small woody species such as tamarisk. A total of 6.6 acres of disturbed
wetlands occurs in the specific plan area (Imperial County 2006).

Agriculture. The majority of the specific plan area consists of agricultural lands. This
includes fields in active cultivation, and fields that have been fallow only a short period
of time and have not yet been colonized by the bush seepweed community species
discussed above. A total of 2,244.3 acres of active and fallow agricultural land, including
the aquaculture facility, occur within the specific plan area (Imperial County 2006).

Alternatives Table 2 lists the sensitive species found in CNDDB records between one
and five miles of the alternative site. These records are primarily associated with native
habitat areas along the New River, rather than agricultural lands. No critical habitat

OCCUrs on or near the site.

Alternatives Table 2
California Natural Diversity Database Records for Sensitive Species
Within 5 Miles of the Mesquite Lake Alternative

Occurrence Within 5 Miles

Chamaesyce abramsiana

Status of Agricultural Lands
Common Name / Scientific Name | State/Fed/CNPS/BLM Alternative
Abrams’ spurge --[--12.2/-- Occurs 5 miles north of the site.

Flat-tailed horned lizard
Phrynosoma mcallii

SSC/--/--IBLMS

Occurs in 2 locations, 5 miles
west and 5 miles north of site.

Lasiurus xanthinus

Yuma clapper ralil ST/FE/--/-- Occurs 5 miles east of site.
Rallus longirostris yumanensis
Western yellow bat SSC/--/--/-- Occurs in 2 locations, 5 miles

north and 2 miles south of site.

Burrowing Owl
Athene cunicularia

SSC/--/--IBLMS

Occurs in 3 locations, 3 miles
southwest of site.

Toxostoma crissale

Gila Woodpecker SE/--/--/-- Occurs approximately 5 miles
Melanerps uropygialis north of site.
Crissal thrasher SSC/--/--/-- Occurs approximately 5 miles

north of site.

Source: SES 2009n.
STATUS CODES
Federal

FE = Federally listed endangered: species in danger of extinction throughout a significant portion of its range

FT = Federally listed, threatened: species likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future

BCC: Fish and Wildlife Service: Birds of Conservation Concern: Identifies migratory and non-migratory bird species
(beyond those already designated as federally threatened or endangered) that represent highest conservation
priorities <www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/reports/BCC2002.pdf>

State SE = State listed, endangered
ST = State listed as threatened
SSC = Species of special concern

WL = State watch list
California Native Plant Society

List 1B = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

List 2 = Rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere
List 3 = Plants which need more information
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List 4 = Limited distribution — a watch list

0.1 = Seriously threatened in California (high degree/immediacy of threat)

0.2 = Fairly threatened in California (moderate degree/immediacy of threat)

0.3 = Not very threatened in California (low degree/immediacy of threats or no current threats known)

BLM: Sensitive: Bureau of Land Management

BLM Manual § 6840 defines sensitive species as ”...those species that are (1) under status review by the FWS/NMFS; or (2) whose
numbers are declining so rapidly that federal listing may become necessary, or (3) with typically small and widely dispersed popula-
tions; or (4) those inhabiting ecological refugia or other specialized or unique habitats.” <www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/-pa_pdfs/biology pdfs/
SensitiveAnimals.pdf>

Following are descriptions of the sensitive species in the vicinity of this alternative site
(SES, 2009n).

e Flat-Tailed Horned Lizard (FTHL) habitat includes windblown desert sand deposits
within several vegetative associations. In California, the FTHL has been recorded in
sandy flats and hills, badlands, salt flats and gravelly soils characterized by the
Lower Colorado River Valley Subdivision of Sonoran Desert Scrub (CPUC 2008).
Areas identified as especially important to the species in California encompass
approximately 210,000 acres found in four regions with management areas (MA)
established as the core areas for maintaining self-sustaining populations of the
FTHL in perpetuity. Prescriptions that guide management within MAs are designed
to reduce surface disturbance and to promote habitat reclamation.

e Yuma clapper rail habitat includes fresh-water marshes dominated by cattail or
bulrush. Early successional marshes with little residual vegetation may be preferred.
Most individuals do not migrate, but have minor seasonal changes in their activity
areas. Juveniles do disperse to nearby habitats.

e Western Yellow Bat habitat includes wooded areas and desert scrub. Roosts in
foliage, particularly in palm trees.

e Burrowing owl is a year-long resident of open, dry grassland and desert habitats. It
is also found as a resident in grass, forb, and open shrub stages of pinyon-juniper
and ponderosa pine habitats as well as agricultural lands. This small owl is found the
length of the State of California in appropriate habitats and has been found at
elevations as high as 5,300 ft in Lassen County. They are not found in the humid
northwest coastal forests. Outside California, this bird is found in southwestern
Canada, the western U.S., Florida, and northern Alaska (CPUC 2008). The burrowing
owl is migratory over much of its range even in southern California.

e Gilawoodpecker is a permanent Sonoran desert dweller found in southeast
California, southwest Nevada, southern Arizona, southwest New Mexico and south
into central Mexico.

e Crissal thrasher is an inhabitant of desert washes and riparian thickets of the
American Southwest and central Mexico.

e Abrams’ spurge, an annual herb, occurs in Mojave desert scrub and Sonoran
desert scrub in sandy areas.

No sensitive species sightings occurred within the Mesquite Lake Alternative site.
During the reconnaissance survey, access to this site was restricted to public roads,
making it difficult to look for animal sign. Species observed on site include black phoebe
(Sayornis nigricans), western meadowlark, and American kestrel (Falco sparverius). No
sensitive species were documented on site during the biological reconnaissance, and
no CNDDB records exist for the site. However, a single northern harrier (SSC) was
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observed foraging over agricultural lands south of the site and is likely to use the
alternative site as well. Although not considered a sensitive habitat, the agricultural
fields on site support potential habitat for several sensitive animal species, including
burrowing owl (moderate potential; SSC), California horned lark (moderate potential;
SSC), and northern harrier (high potential), which may use the fields for foraging. The
site is unlikely to support the flat-tailed horned lizard. Sensitive plants are unlikely to
occur on site due to extensive disturbance from agriculture and development activities.

Environmental Impacts — Construction

Approximately 6,500 acres of active and fallow agricultural land would be permanently
lost as a result of vegetation clearing, grading, and construction of the solar facilities,
potentially affecting special status animal species such as the burrowing owl which uses
agriculture lands for habitat. Impacts to listed or sensitive plant species would result
from direct or indirect loss of known locations of individuals or direct loss of habitat.
Indirect loss of individual plants may occur in instances such as sediments transported
(e.g., from cleared areas during rain events) that cover adjacent plants or changes in a
plant’s environment that cause its loss (e.g., adjacent shrubs that provided necessary
shade are removed). Additional impacts would occur due to the construction and
operation of linear facilities associated with a solar facility at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative, including a transmission line approximately 25 miles long.

Impacts/Mitigation to Wildlife. Building a solar facility at the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site would primarily impact active and fallow agricultural lands. Impacting agricultural
lands would potentially have an adverse effect on listed and sensitive wildlife species
and their habitats either directly or through habitat modifications, especially on the
burrowing owl which is known to use agricultural land for habitat. Any wildlife residing on
this site would potentially be displaced, injured, or killed during project activities. Animal
species in the project area could fall into construction trenches, be crushed by
construction vehicles or equipment, or be harmed by project personnel. In addition,
construction activities may attract predators or crush animal burrows or nests.

Burrowing Owl. The burrowing owl's numbers have been markedly reduced in California
for at least the past 60 years. Conversion of grasslands, other habitat destruction, and
poisoning of ground squirrels have contributed to the reduction in numbers in recent
decades, which was noted in the 1940s, and earlier. Within the past 20 years, however,
and particularly within the past five years, the decline of burrowing owls in California
appears to have greatly accelerated. Apparently, this has resulted because of habitat loss
caused by increased residential and commercial development (CPUC 2008). Although
the CNDDB database does not show any record of the burrowing owl at the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site, it has been observed nearby and could move onto the alternative
site at any time. Burrowing owl survival can be adversely affected by human
disturbance and foraging habitat loss, even when impacts to individual owls and
burrows are avoided.

Migratory/Special Status Bird Species. Agriculture lands and fish ponds at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site provide foraging, cover, and/or breeding habitat for
migratory birds, including special-status bird species that may be present at the site.
Project construction and operation could impact nesting birds in violation of the
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Preconstruction surveys and avoidance of nesting birds
would reduce such impacts.

Spread of Noxious Weeds. Construction of a solar facility at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site could result in the introduction and dispersal of invasive or exotic weeds.
The permanent and temporary earth disturbance adjacent to native habitats increases
the potential for exotic, invasive plant species to establish and disperse into native plant
communities, which leads to community and habitat degradation. A weed reduction
program would potentially reduce and mitigate impacts.

Noise. Noise from construction activities could temporarily discourage wildlife from
foraging and nesting immediately adjacent to the alternative site. Many bird species rely
on vocalization during the breeding season to attract a mate within their territory. Noise
levels from certain construction, operations, and demolition activities could reduce the
reproductive success of nesting birds.

Operational Impacts

Operation of a 25-mile transmission line could result in increased avian mortality due to
collision with new transmission lines. Mitigation could include installing the transmission
line in accordance with the Avian Powerline Interaction Committee (APLIC) Guidelines
designed to minimize avian-power line interactions.

Comparison to Proposed Project. Definite conclusions about the potential for
significant adverse impacts of a 750 MW project on the Mesquite Lake Alternative site
to biological resources cannot be made in the absence of site-specific surveys and
project design information. Overall, development of a solar project at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site would likely impact fewer biological resources compared to those
impacted by the proposed SES Solar Two project. The Mesquite Lake Alternative
consists primarily of agricultural land, which is not a sensitive habitat. Rose Canal, its
tributaries, and a few small areas of tamarisk scrub may be considered jurisdictional by
the Corps and/or CDFG. The agricultural fields provide potential foraging habitat for the
burrowing owl, California horned lark, and loggerhead shrike, but do not support habitat
suitable for the flat-tailed horned lizard or Le Conte’s thrasher. Due to the high level of
land alteration and disturbance (i.e., continual tilling and grading), rare plant species are
not expected to occur. This alternative has fewer biological constraints than the
proposed SES Solar Two project site, since it is mainly agricultural land with some
development (i.e., cemetery, sugar factory).

Cultural Resources

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is located on a combination
of agricultural land, undeveloped land, and disturbed, industrial land in Imperial County.
The alternative site is located in the ancient Lake Cahuilla bed, formed when the
Colorado River flowed north into the Salton Trough before shifting and flowing south to
the Gulf of Mexico (Imperial County 2006). There appear to have been between three
and five filling episodes of Lake Cahuilla between 100 B.C. and A.D. 1700 (Imperial
County 2006). When full, this vast freshwater lake was over 100 miles long and about
35 miles wide. There are numerous recessional shorelines. These high levels and
recessional shorelines, down to approximately 40 feet below sea level, contain large
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numbers of archaeological sites (Imperial County 2006). Recessional shorelines at
elevations below 40 feet below sea level have a much lower potential for archaeological
materials. The large number of Late Prehistoric archaeological sites along Lake Cahuilla
shorelines suggests that large groups of people harvested fish, waterfowl, and plant
resources along its shorelines when the lake was full. Further details regarding Lake
Cahuilla can be found in the Cultural Resources section of this SA/DEIS.

From a 1908 USGS topographic map, Mesquite Lake was known to exist as a relatively
large ephemeral lake near the west side of the Alamo River about half-way between the
current towns of Imperial and Brawley (Imperial County 2006). From an examination of
the 1908 map, it would appear that Mesquite Lake was fed by two ephemeral streams
leading from the Alamo River. Today, Mesquite Lake is most evidenced by a depression
adjacent to Keystone Road in the northeast portion of the project area. Nearly the entire
Mesquite Lake Special Plan Area has been utilized for agriculture in the past, although
large areas have been left fallow for some time (Imperial County 2006).

Native American cultural history in the Mesquite Lake region is believed to date to
12,000 years ago, the period referred to as San Dieguito, distinguished by assemblages
of varnished choppers, scrapers, and other core-based tools found on old desert
pavement areas (Imperial County 2006). The materials suggest a mobile group focused
on big game hunting (Imperial County 2006). From about 7,000 to 4,000 years ago
there is an apparent shift to a more generalized economy and an increased emphasis
on the exploitation of plant resources (Imperial County 2006). The refinement of tool
types and milling equipment suggest a more effective adaptation to conditions in the
greater southwest deserts (Imperial County 2006).

The Late Prehistoric period in the Colorado Desert begins approximately 1,500 years
ago and is characterized by changes in economic and settlement systems. Along the
Colorado River there was a shift from hunting and gathering to floodplain horticulture
(Imperial County 2006). Culture traits generally associated with this period include
increasingly elaborate kinship systems, rock art, and expanded trading networks
(Imperial County 2006).

The Mesquite Lake region was settled by the Kamia, whose territory included the
southern Imperial Valley from the southern half of the Salton Sea to well south of the
United States/Mexico border (Imperial County 2006). The Kamia hunted, gathered, and
used floodplain horticulture along the New and Alamo Rivers (Imperial County 2006).
The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area includes the Kamia Saxnuwai settlement, which
began at the general latitude of Brawley and continued south including the Mesquite
Lake and French Lake regions (Imperial County 2006).

In the late 1800s, Imperial Valley’'s agricultural and water resource development began.
Historical resources include roads, canals, drains, powerlines and the Niland-Calexico
rail line (Southern Pacific Railroad). The majority of these historic resources have been
continuously modified, maintained and improved (Imperial County 2006).

A cultural records search was conducted for the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Master EIR
which resulted in a total of two historic and two prehistoric sites that had been recorded
within one mile of the study area (Imperial County 2006). A cultural research record
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search was conducted in 2009 for the Mesquite Lake Alternative site which identified a
total of 13 previously recorded cultural resources sites. This research search was
limited to the data located within the boundaries of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site.
Based on the two database searches, a total of 15 recorded resources were identified
(SES 2009n; Imperial County 2006), as shown in Alternatives Table 3, including:

e 2 lithic scatters e 1 combination trail, lithic scatter, and
e 3 temporary campsites sleeping circles
e 1 ceramic scatter e 1 large temporary camp (site form
e 4 historic sites missing from URS search)
e 2 cave sites e 1 ethnographic village site
Alternatives Table 3
Cultural Resources — Mesquite Lake Alternative Site
Resource Description Resource Description
IMP-4678 Large temporary camp with | IMP-1003 Lithic Site — Cores and
17 loci flakes
IMP-670/831/370 Temporary camp IMP-295 Ceramics — isolated
ceramic scatter
IMP-301 Temporary campsite IMP-8682 (P-13-008682) Historic — Southern Pacific
Railroad
IMP-87 Cave site IMP-88 Cave site
IMP-2881 Lithic — Single artifact IMP-1020 Historic — Irrigation canals
IMP-177 Trails, lithics, sleeping circles | IMP-301 Temporary campsite
IMP-441 Historic wagon road IMP-1698 Ethnographic village site
IMP-5979H Historic Imperial Cemetery

Source: SES 2009n; Imperial County 2006.

Environmental Impacts. Fifteen known archaeological, architectural, or historical sites
would potentially be affected by construction and operation of a solar facility at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site. Conditions of Certification such as those required for the
SES Solar Two Project at Plaster City provided in the Cultural Resources section of
this SA/DEIS may reduce this impact; however, specific site surveys would be required
to be certain.

Currently unknown, unrecorded cultural resources may be found at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site associated with the lower elevation recessional shorelines of Lake
Cahuilla. As they are discovered, resources would be recorded and information
retrieved. If the nature of the resource requires it, the resource would be protected.
When discovered, cultural resources would be treated in accordance with applicable
federal and state laws and regulations as well as the mitigation measures and permit
requirements applicable to a project. As with the SES Solar Two Plaster City location,
resources discovered during construction of current and future projects would be
subject to legal requirements designed to protect them. Areas within the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site where intensive cultivation for agricultural use has occurred would have
a low probability for the presence of significant cultural resources due to deep
excavation for drainage tiles and recurring surface disturbance (Imperial County 2006).

Comparison to Proposed Project. Development of a solar project at the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site would likely impact fewer cultural resources than at the SES Solar
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Two project at Plaster City as a significant portion of the alternative site has been
previously disturbed for agricultural and other purposes. As such, the Mesquite Lake
Alternative is preferred to the proposed SES Solar Two site for impacts to cultural
resources.

Hazardous Materials

Environmental Setting. The topography of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site is
essentially flat, as are the immediately surrounding areas. One caretaker residence is
located within the Mesquite Lake Alternative site, and other caretaker dwellings may be
present (Imperial County 2006). Rural residences are located one mile north of the site,
at Brawley. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan does not allow residential uses other than
caretakers or security personnel, nor does it allow schools or hospitals in the specific
plan area. No schools, hospitals or other vulnerable land uses exist within a two-mile
radius of the site (Imperial County 2006).

Access to the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would likely be via SR 86 from EI Centro to
the Keystone exit. Transport would likely turn east onto Keystone Road from SR 86 to
arrive at the site; however, internal access roads would be required. The exit off of SR
86 has been improved and includes a turning lane onto Keystone Road reducing traffic
conflicts.

Environmental Impacts. Hazardous materials use at the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site, including the quantities handled during transportation and disposal, would be the
same as those of the proposed SES Solar Two project. As stated in the Hazardous
Materials section in this SA/DEIS, hazardous materials used during the construction
phase of the SES Solar Two project would include gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil,
lubricants, and small amounts of solvents and paint. No acutely toxic hazardous
materials would be used on site during construction, and none of these materials pose a
significant potential for off-site impacts as a result of the quantities on site, their relative
toxicity, their physical states, and/or their environmental mobility.

Hydrogen gas would be produced on site through electrolysis by one hydrogen
generator. Hydrogen is identified as a hazardous substance based on its flammable
characteristics. Although the project would not be subject to State or federal
requirements for hydrogen storage, SES conducted an Offsite Consequence Analysis
for the project and considered four worst-case scenarios. In the event of the worst case
scenario induced from cumulative releases at the site, the maximum impacted distance
is 0.13 mile (SES 2009q). Because the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would have at
least one sensitive receptor in the specific plan area, the release of hydrogen could
pose a significant impact. Conditions of Certification and compliance with applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) would reduce this impact to less
than significant.

Transportation of hazardous materials to the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would
require passing near residences located in El Centro and the City of Imperial. The
transportation would be primarily on 1-8, SR 86 or SR 111 and would avoid smaller
roads with residences.
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Comparison to Proposed Project. The hazardous materials used at the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site would be the same as those used at the proposed SES Solar Two
site and both the Mesquite Lake Alternative site and the proposed site have sensitive
subgroups within a five-mile radius. With adoption of the proposed Conditions of
Certification, the Mesquite Lake Alternative would comply with all applicable LORS and
result in no significant impacts to the public.

Land Use

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be located on private
agricultural and industrial land containing at least one residence and potentially other
caretaker residences. The County General Plan designated an area of approximately
11.5 square miles extending between SR 86 on the west and SR 111 on the east, and
bordered by Harris Road on the south and Carey Road on the north as the Mesquite
Lake Specific Plan in 1993. Imperial County designated the site an area for new job-
producing light, medium, and heavy industrial uses (Imperial County 2006). The county
performed an environmental review of a portion of this special plan area in 2005, the
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area is zoned
Heavy Industrial, Medium Industrial, Light Industrial, Agriculture and Aquaculture, and
Government/Special Public (Imperial County 2006).

Existing land uses at the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area include the Holly Sugar
plant located in the northwest corner, the Imperial Valley Resource Recovery Co., LLC
(operational) and the Mesquite Lake Cattle Manure Power Plant (non-operational)
adjacent to SR 111. Proposed uses for the land include the Palo Verde Valley Recycling
Center, NEAC Hay Compression, Liberty X Biofuels Power, and improvements to the
existing Holly Sugar plant to become the Holly Sugar Imperial Bioresources facility.

Land uses on the Mesquite Lake Alternative site include approximately 1,420 acres of
crop production and approximately 1,905 acres of fallow land as well as a fish farming
operation located on approximately 640 acres in the eastern portion of the site. The
northern portion of the fish farm does not appear to be operational. Approximately 347
acres of this land has been designated as Prime Farmland, 1,425 acres as Farmland of
Statewide Importance, 213 acres as Unique Farmland, and 718 acres as Farmland of
local importance by the California Department of Conservation (Imperial County 2006).

Approximately 1,600 acres of the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Expansion Area are
designated as Farmland of Statewide Importance. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
Expansion zone is actively farmed. Additionally, while the transmission interconnection
would follow existing ROW, it would be located on agricultural land and would
permanently convert some agricultural land to non-agriculture uses.

The Union Pacific Railroad and IID Rose Canal cross the site from southwest to
northeast.

Sensitive Land Uses. Approximately two households are located within 2,500 feet of
this alternative site. No other sensitive receptors are located within 2,500 feet of the site.
A number of sensitive receptors would be located within 2,500 feet of the transmission
interconnection because it would follow existing 11D ROW which traverses several
residential communities on West Aten Road on the southern side of the City of Imperial.
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Transmission Interconnection. As stated above, the Mesquite Lake Alternative site
would require approximately 25 miles of new 230 kV transmission line to reach the
Imperial Valley Substation. The transmission line would follow the existing 11D 92 kV
ROW until the intersection of Dogwood Road and East Villa Road. The transmission
interconnection would then parallel the existing 11D 230 kV ROW southwest from this
intersection until reaching the Imperial Valley Substation. The route would cross
approximately 0.4 mile of BLM land before entering the substation from the north. This
land is within the area covered by the CDCA Plan. The Energy Production and Utility
Corridor Element of the CDCA Plan established a network of joint-use planning
corridors intended to meet the projected utility service needs at the time the Plan was
written. The transmission line would be developed on BLM land within the CDCA plan-
ning area designated utility corridor N; therefore a Plan Amendment would not be required
for this transmission line.

Environmental Impacts. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is within areas of the
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan and Specific Plan Expansion zone. The Mesquite Lake
Specific Plan identifies renewable electric generation facilities (primarily biomass,
biogas, and geothermal) as a permitted use with a Conditional Use Permit after CEQA
requirements are met. In addition, the existing Geothermal Overlay Zone is retained on
the specific plan area which permits the development of geothermal resources for the
production of energy or other geothermal products by conditional use permit in
accordance with Division 17 of the Imperial County Land Use Ordinance.

Use of the entire Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area and Future Expansion area for the
SES Solar Two power plant would prevent any other potential uses of this area. The
Mesquite Lake Specific Plan identifies beneficial uses of the land including government
facilities and special public zones, heavy manufacturing, storage and distribution,
transportation facilities such as heliports and railroad spurs/ yards, communication and
public utilities, semi-public and institutional uses such as water and sewage treatment
facilities and flood control facilities. Imperial County anticipated that the Mesquite Lake
Specific Plan Area would result in new job creation in employment sectors such as
manufacturing, fabrication, processing, wholesale and others. If the land were used for
the SES Solar Two power plant, no other use would be viable.

The construction and operation of a 750 MW Solar Two project at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site would result in the removal of up to 3,660 acres of farmed and fallow
agricultural land and the permanent conversion of approximately 6,500 acres of
farmland to renewable energy production. The construction and operation of the solar
power plant would eliminate existing agricultural operations and foreseeable future
agricultural use. However, this loss of agricultural lands is likely to be a less than
significant impact because the County has determined, since the 1970s, that the project
area’s highest and best use would be for medium and heavy industrial uses that would
provide for more diversified employment opportunities and has rezoned the land for
industrial use (Imperial County 2006). According to the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
Master EIR, the conversion of the project site to industrial uses would result in a minor
reduction in countywide lands designated as important farmlands. However, in
conjunction with other planned projects in the vicinity, particularly those in the Cities of
Imperial and Brawley, as well as future anticipated development of each city’s Urban
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Area, the proposed project, would cumulatively reduce the amount of land designated in
the farmland categories and would also cumulatively reduce the area of farmed land.

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site has at least one caretaker residence. However,
because the Mesquite Lake Alternative design would avoid impacting the existing
infrastructure on the land this residence would be avoided.

The nearest group of residences is the City of Imperial approximately one mile south of
the Mesquite Lake Alternative site. Other rural residences, primarily farm houses are
located within one mile of the site. Construction activities for the alternative would create
temporary disturbance at these residential areas (i.e., heavy construction equipment on
temporary and permanent access roads and moving building materials to and from
construction staging areas). Conditions of Certification to reduce noise and air quality
impacts are presented in the Noise and Air Quality sections of this SA/EIS for the
proposed SES Solar Two project. Because this disturbance would be temporary at any
one location and because of the distance between the Mesquite Lake Alternative site and
the residential uses, the impacts would likely be less than significant.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would eliminate
use of BLM land, and eliminate the need for a CDCA Plan amendment. The Mesquite
Lake Alternative site would remove agricultural land from productivity, including Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of local
importance. However, according to the Imperial County Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
Master EIR, conversion of the farmland to primarily industrial uses is consistent with the
specific plan area designation of the County General Plan (1993) which acknowledges
that the project site is “predominantly affected by soils that are high alkaline which
reduces agriculture production.” Because of the soil alkalinity and because the specific
plan area has been designated for industrial use, the impact caused by the conversion
of agricultural land at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be reduced in severity.

Recreation and Wilderness

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be located on primarily
agricultural land that is zoned Heavy, Medium, and Light Industrial and Agriculture and
Aquaculture. No recreational land is located on or adjacent to the Mesquite alternative
site. The nearest parks are located in the City of Imperial, approximately one mile south
of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site. The only recreational use in the region is the
periodic flooding of fallow farmlands during the duck hunting season for use by hunting
clubs (Imperial County 2006).

Environmental Impacts. Due to the distance between the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site and the nearest recreational facility or wilderness, no impacts to these resources
would occur at this site. While conversion of the property from fallow farmland to
industrial uses would preclude flooding properties during duck hunting season for duck
hunting, numerous other sites suitable for duck hunting occur throughout Imperial
County and are actively used.

Comparison to Proposed Project. No recreational lands are located adjacent to the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site. The SES Solar Two project site is characterized by
diverse recreational opportunities on BLM lands, including areas for off-road vehicle (ORV)
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use, camping and backpacking. As such, recreational impacts at the proposed Plaster
City site would be greater than at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site.

Noise and Vibration

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site and its associated 230 kV
transmission line would be located on private farmed and fallow agricultural lands. Low
noise levels under 50 dBA generally currently occur on these agricultural lands. Holly
Sugar Imperial Bioresources, located at the northwest corner of the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site, increases the ambient noise levels due to the sugar plant and biomass
facility operations. Existing noise levels have not been measured near the plant because
the area is unpopulated. Noise levels would be elevated along the western and eastern
boundaries of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site due to the presence of SR 86 and SR
111 and existing industries near that part of the site.

Nearby sensitive receptors include the caretaker’s residence on the project site and
potentially other nearby caretaker residences.

Environmental Impacts. As discussed in the Noise section of this SA/DEIS, the
construction of the SES Solar Two plant would create noise, or unwanted sound. The
character and loudness of this noise, the times of day or night at which it is produced,
and the proximity of the facility to sensitive receptors combine to determine whether the
facility would meet applicable noise control laws and ordinances and whether it would
cause significant adverse environmental impacts.

The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan does not propose residential uses. Only a few single
family residences exist within or adjacent to the project site that could be potentially
affected by noise at the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area (Imperial County). Imperial
County designated the Mesquite Lake area as industrial in part because it would avoid
potential nuisance conflicts such as noise impacts to sensitive receptors.

Comparison to Proposed Project. Building the SES Solar Two project at the Plaster
City site or the 750 MW project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would not create
noise impacts.

Public Health and Safety

Environmental Setting. As with the SES Solar Two site, the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site is located in an isolated area. The nearest city, City of Imperial, is located
approximately one mile south of the southwest corner of the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site. Scattered rural residences occur within one mile of the Mesquite Lake Alternative.
The Mesquite Lake Alternative is zoned for industrial use.

Environmental Impacts. While the meteorological conditions and topography at the
site are not exactly the same as at the applicant’s proposed site, they are similar, and
the results of air dispersion modeling and a human health risk assessment for the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be similar to that of the proposed site. The cancer
risk and hazard indices are much below the level of significance at the point of
maximum impact, so the project would be unlikely to pose a significant risk to public
health at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site. See the Public Health and Safety section
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of the SA/DEIS for details of the cancer risk and hazard indices study for the SES Solar
Two project.

Comparison to Proposed Project. There is no significant difference between this
location and the proposed site for public health.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

Environmental Setting. Like the proposed SES Solar Two site, the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site is located in Imperial County. The demographic characteristics of
Imperial County are described in the Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice
section of the SA/DEIS.

Environmental Impacts. Because of the limited population in the Cities of Imperial and
Brawley, construction workers would most likely be from larger nearby cities such as El
Centro and San Diego. While there is limited housing in the Cities of Imperial and
Brawley, workers could commute from El Centro, approximately eight miles south of the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site. An option would be to construct temporary housing in
the immediate area of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site; however, this would increase
the construction impacts and require provision of additional services such as electricity,
water, waste removal, and food. Because it is unlikely that the construction workers
would relocate to the City of Imperial or Brawley, the Mesquite Lake Alternative would
not cause a significant adverse socioeconomic impact on the area’s housing, schools,
police, emergency services, hospitals, and utilities.

The Imperial County Sheriff's Department commented on the Mesquite Lake Specific
Plan Master EIR and stated that the development of the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
area would potentially impact the Sheriff's Office due to calls for service during
construction and operation of the Specific Plan land uses. Use of this site for a 750 MW
project may require mitigation that would provide for fees to offset the cost of providing
additional deputies for this service. The inclusion of mitigation fees would reduce this
impact to less than significant.

There would be no adverse socioeconomic impacts because most of the construction
and operation workforce is within the regional labor market area, and construction
activities would be short-term. Benefits from the 750 MW SES Solar Two project, should
it be built at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site, are likely to be similar to the benefits
from the SES Solar Two project in the Plaster City region. These include increases in
sales taxes, employment, and income for Imperial County. Increased job creation would
be consistent with the Imperial County specific plan for Mesquite Lake, which included
establishment of an area for new job-producing light, medium, and heavy industrial uses.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The socioeconomic impacts of the 750 MW SES
Solar Two project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be similar to building and
operating the SES Solar Two project at the proposed site.

Soil and Water Resources

Environmental Setting. Soils in the Mesquite Lake Alternative site are primarily
Imperial Silty Clay, Imperial-Glenbar Loams, with a small amount of Holtville Silty Clay,
Indio Loam, Meloland Very Fine Sandy Loam, and Vint and Indio very fine sandy loams
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(USDA 2009). Some of these soil types are considered Prime Farmland and Farmland
of Statewide Importance when irrigated. However, much of this area also contains
alkaline soils.

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site lies within the Imperial Subregion of the Colorado
River Basin Region 7. The site lies between the New and Alamo Rivers which are the
major local flows into the Salton Sea.

Imperial Valley’s agriculture drainage system provides over 1,450 miles of surface
drains that discharge directly into the Alamo and New Rivers, and the Salton Sea. One
of these canals, the Rose Canal, runs through the site from south to north. The Imperial
Valley portion of the Colorado River Basin region faces several water quality issues,
including increasing salinity, selenium, and eutrophication in the Salton Sea; and silt,
nutrient, and pesticide pollution caused by the agricultural drains (Imperial County 2006).

There are no major watercourses on the site. The site area is flat with some minor
drainage ways and sinks on the property. Existing drainage systems in the project area
are designed to carry irrigation runoff to the Alamo River via Imperial Irrigation District
drains, primarily utilizing the Rose Outlet. Evaporation ponds exist for the Holly Sugar
plant operations (Imperial County, 2006). The area is classified by FEMA as Zone X,
meaning the area is outside the 500-year floodplain. Some local minor flooding could
occur in the area due to the flat terrain. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area contains
a depressed “sink” area adjacent to Keystone Road which retains water during
rainstorms and can make Keystone Road impassible (Imperial County 2006).

The Mesquite Lake site lies above the Imperial Valley Groundwater Basin described in
the setting for the proposed project.

Water can be provided to the site by the Imperial Irrigation District from the Colorado
River via the All-American Canal, which imports water by gravity flow at an annual rate
of approximately 3.1 million acre-feet. The project area is served from the Rose Canal.

The project is not within the service area of any water treatment plant, the nearest being
the City of Imperial plant approximately three miles to the southwest. Raw water from
IID can also be used for many industrial processes. Each 160-acre quarter section of
land in the Imperial Valley includes the right to use up to 326,000 gallon per day of
Colorado River water (Imperial County, 2006).

Environmental Impacts

Soil Erosion Potential by Wind and Water. As discussed in the Soils and Water
section of this SA/DEIS, construction activities can lead to adverse impacts to soil
resources including increased soil erosion, soil compaction, loss of soil productivity, and
disturbance of soils crucial for supporting vegetation and water-dependent habitats.
Activities that expose and disturb the soil leave solil particles vulnerable to detachment
by wind and water. Soil erosion results in the loss of topsoil and increased sediment
loading to nearby receiving waters. Although access to the site would be from existing
roads, construction of the solar dish array would require a substantial construction of
local access roads as in the proposed project. While the volume of earth movement
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required at the alternative site is unknown, the topography and slope of the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site are less severe than at the proposed SES Solar Two site.

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is not crossed by desert washes as is the proposed
site, and would not have the erosion-related impacts related to placement of SunCatcher
arrays within drainage ways as described for the proposed project. Soil erosion impacts
would be relatively minor and likely mitigated by the Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP), and Drainage Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (DESCP) that would
be required. Due to the flat terrain and existing disturbed condition of this site, the
SWPPP and DESCP would likely be sufficient to mitigate soil erosion impacts to a level
less than significant.

Water Supply. The specific source of water supply for the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site is unknown. The most likely source would be water supplied by the Imperial
Irrigation District via the Rose Canal, which crosses the alternative site. Water rights of
326,000 gpd for each 160 acres would be more than sufficient to supply the project with
water for mirror washing and dust control. Potable water would be from the same
source as for the proposed project.

Wastewater/Storm Water Quality. Storm water runoff from the site during construction
and operation could have similar impacts as proposed for the proposed project. The site
construction will require a SWPPP which will specify Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to minimize or eliminate water contamination. Water quality impacts would likely
not be significant.

Sanitary waste disposal could be through existing wastewater infrastructure, or through
on-site facilities as for the proposed project. No significant adverse impact is anticipated.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The level, disturbed terrain lacking in existing
drainage ways on the Mesquite Lake site, results in a lesser Hydrology, Water Use and
Water Quality impact for the Mesquite Lake Alternative than for the proposed project in
the area of soil erosion and stream morphology. This alternative would avoid the
significant impact identified for the proposed project in this regard. Water supply to the
Mesquite Lake Alternative would most likely be from the 1ID Rose Canal.

Traffic and Transportation

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is east of SR 86 and west
of SR 111. SR 86 and SR 111 are four-lane divided highways that provide at-grade
connections to Harris Road and Keystone Road. The Keystone Road intersections at
SR 86 and SR 111 are signalized; the other State highway intersections are stop sign
controlled for access from the local roads. Dogwood Road crosses the site from north to
south. SR 111 provides a direct connection to the International Border Crossing at
Calexico, California, and Mexicali, Baja California, approximately 15 miles south of the
project site. All roads in the project area currently operate at a level of service C or
better (Imperial County, 2006).

Transportation facilities serving the project area include the Countywide Transit System,

Union Pacific Railroad, the Imperial County Airport and Brawley Municipal Airport. Daily
service on the Countywide Transit System is provided along SR 86 and SR 111 between
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El Centro and Brawley. The Union Pacific Railroad line passes through Mesquite Lake
Alternative site and provides a through freight link between Arizona and points east, and
to Los Angeles and points north. SR 86 is designated as a bicycle route in the Imperial
County Bicycle Master Plan (Imperial County 2006).

Workers employed to construct the project at this alternative site would most likely
commute from EI Centro (eight miles).

Environmental Impacts. During the 40-month construction period, approximately 731
workers would commute to the site on a daily basis in addition to an estimated 274 truck
trips daily. The worst case scenario estimates a total of 1,736 peak car and truck trips
per day (SES 2008a). Before construction could occur at the Mesquite Lake Alternative
site, a construction traffic control and transportation demand implementation program
would need to be developed in coordination with Caltrans. This analysis may result in
the need to limit construction-period truck and commute traffic to off-peak periods to
avoid or reduce traffic and transportation impacts.

According to Caltrans (Imperial County 2006), extensive improvements to both SR 86
and SR 111 would be required to accommodate the increased use of the Harris Road
and Keystone Road. However, a turning lane has been recently constructed at the
intersection of SR 86 and Keystone Road. Caltrans may also require that the
intersections continue to operate at a LOS C or better and any increase in delay at
these intersections from project-related traffic would need to be analyzed (Imperial
County 2006). Funding for the necessary improvements of SR 86 and SR 111 other
than developer-installed improvements and impacts fees have not been identified by
Imperial County and as such, the impacts would not be fully mitigated until funding were
established to accommodate the improvements (Imperial County 2006).

The project would potentially impact the Union Pacific right-of-way because it would be
located adjacent to an active railroad. Impacts to rail operations would be less than
significant based on proper coordination with local agencies and the railroad operator.
This rail line could also potentially be used to transport materials required for the
project.

Glare. Similar to the proposed project, there is the potential for highly distracting diffuse
glare from the project to affect nearby motorists. Existing uses at the site along both SR
86 (Holly Sugar Plant) and SR 111 (Mesquite Lake Recovery Facility and Imperial
Resource Recovery Plant) would offer some physical screening for motorists. Staff
developed CONDITION OF CERTIFICATION VIS-6, which requires mitigation in the
form of physical screening (berms, fencing, landscaping, or similar means) along the
length of the project adjacent to Interstate 8. That measure would be adapted to this
alternative and would apply to adjacent roadways.

Comparison to Proposed Project. Impacts to traffic and transportation at the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site would likely be greater than those at the proposed SES Solar Two
site. Construction of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would require improvements to
both SR 86 and SR 111 to avoid impacting the LOS on these highways and without
mitigation would likely cause a greater impact to traffic than the project at the Plaster
City site.
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Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would require approximately
25 miles of a new 230 kV transmission interconnection, compared to 10.3 miles required
at the proposed project site. An existing 11D 92 kV line crosses the Mesquite Lake site
heading south. An additional 230 kV IID transmission line ROW could be followed from
the intersection of Dogwood Road and West Aten Road until reaching the Imperial
Valley Substation. This 230 kV ROW would require crossing the southern boundary of
the City of Imperial within 500 feet of several residential neighborhoods located on West
Aten Road.

Environmental Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would be
unlikely to cause transmission line safety hazards or nuisances with implementation of
Conditions of Certification Such as those described in the Transmission Line Safety
and Nuisance section of the SA/DEIS. The potential for nuisance shocks would be
minimized through grounding and other field-reducing measures that would be
implemented in keeping with current standard industry practices, and the potential for
hazardous shocks would be minimized through compliance with the height and
clearance requirements of CPUC’s General Order 95. Compliance with Title 14,
California Code of Regulations, Section 1250, would minimize fire hazards, while the
use of low-corona line design, together with appropriate corona-minimizing construction
practices, would minimize the potential for corona noise and its related interference with
radio-frequency communication in the area around the route.

The public health effects of any related field exposures cannot be characterized with
certainty. The only conclusion to be reached with certainty is that the proposed lines’
design and operational plan would be adequate to ensure that the generated electric
and magnetic fields are managed to an extent the CPUC considers appropriate.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would require a
longer transmission line interconnection with the SDG&E transmission system. While
the electric and magnetic fields would be managed to an extent the CPUC considers
appropriate, the transmission line would be located near a number of residential
neighborhoods along West Aten Road. Because the transmission interconnection for
the proposed site would not be located within 500 feet of any residential properties, the
potential impact associated with transmission lines would be greater for the Mesquite
Lake Alternative than for the proposed site.

Visual Resources

Environmental Setting. The Imperial Valley is a flat, low-lying desert area primarily
covered with a patchwork of irrigated farmland in the vicinity of the Mesquite Lake
Alternative. A series of open canals extend across the valley both north-south and east-
west. The New River, approximately two miles west of the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan
Area, meanders toward the northeast and drains into the Salton Sea. The City of
Brawley lies about three miles north of the Mesquite Lake Alternative, and the Cities of
Imperial and El Centro are located approximately one and five miles south of the
alternative, respectively. Much of the development in the vicinity of the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site is confined to these three cities.
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There is one known residence within the alternative site and one south of the site on
Dogwood Road. Other scattered residences would have views of the facility site from
the north and west. Viewer concern, as defined in the Visual Resources section of the
SA/DEIS, of the project should it be developed at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site
would be moderate. The number of residential viewers represented in this view is low,
and their focus on scenic values in this agriculture- and industrially-oriented context is
considered moderately low. There are no parks or recreation areas in the immediate
area. Several mountain ranges border the valley, particularly to the south and northeast,
but these hills are relatively far away and provide a generally hazy, low, and uneven
view horizon.

Much of the Mesquite Lake Alternative site is currently occupied by farmland or farm-
related auxiliary structures. The principal buildings at the site are associated with heavy
industrial use. Silos at the Holly Sugar plant can be seen from surrounding areas. The
factory site has a large mound of lime, used to process the sugar beets and sugar cane,
southeast of the main facility that appears as a white mesa. Other buildings and sheds
are scattered throughout the specific plan site including those associated with the
existing Mesquite Lake Cattle Manure Power Plant, which is currently inactive, and the
Liberty X Biofuels plant. These structures are functional and have an industrial look. A
screened chain link fence and a masonry wall partially block views of the power plants.

Environmental Impacts. As discussed in the Visual Resource section in this SA/DEIS,
the Energy Commission staff, in coordination with BLM, applied the BLM Visual
Resource Management (VRM) system of visual assessment to the proposed SES Solar
Two site at Plaster City. These delineated areas were then assigned a VR Class (from |
through 1V). VR Classes are analogous to Overall Sensitivity ratings under the Energy
Commission method and are used to determine an area’s visual objective, that is, the
level of project-caused contrast that is acceptable, above which contrast could
constitute a potentially significant adverse impact.

For the Mesquite Lake Alternative site, a visual impact analysis would be based on a
comparison of the area’s visual sensitivity with the industrial features added by the solar
project. With the addition of a 750 MW project, views of the rural landscape would be
increasingly industrial. Views would be dominated by roughly ten square miles of engine
mirror-arrays, graded areas, and retention ponds, as well as light rays reflected off
ambient atmospheric dust. There would be no natural features to block the view of the
solar facilities on any side of the site, although other industrial facilities on the site like
the Holly Sugar plant would block some of the views.

The site would be prominently visible from SR 86 and SR 111, for both northbound and
southbound traffic. Travelers would see the site from a distance and there is little
elevation or natural contouring that would block the solar facilities on the alternative site.
According to the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Master EIR, the visual experience of
motorists on SR 86 and SR 111 is generally consistent throughout the project area, with
no unique topographic features, and a utilitarian function and design to the few existing
structures in the area. Views of the project would be short term and the viewer
expectation of motorists driving through the area is generally low due to the disturbed
nature of the area (Imperial County 2006).

ALTERNATIVES B.2-42 February 2010



The linear facilities associated with the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would include a
230 kV transmission line approximately 25 miles long. The transmission line would
follow existing utility corridors and would roughly parallel existing IID transmission lines
until reaching the Imperial Valley Substation. By following existing rights-of-way, the
impact of a new transmission line would be minimized, as seen by travelers along SR
86 and SR 111. However, because the transmission line would follow West Aten Road
and traverse a number of residential neighborhoods, a large number of residences
would view the transmission line.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is preferred
over the proposed SES Solar Two site for visual resources, because fewer viewers
would see the solar facility at this alternative site and because the visual concern at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be lower than at the proposed site. Existing
industrial and agricultural facilities at the site would reduce the visual contrast of the
solar project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site. As a result, a large solar project on
the SES Solar Two area would create a more dramatic change to the visual environment
than would occur at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site.

The interconnection transmission line at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be
longer than at the proposed Plaster City site, but both interconnections would be located
adjacent to existing line(s) in existing corridors. However, the Mesquite Lake Alternative
transmission line would traverse residential neighborhoods along West Aten Road. As
such, a greater number of visual receptors would be subject to increased industrial
views and the visual impact of the transmission line would be greater at the Mesquite
Lake Alternative site.

Waste Management

Environmental Setting. A leaking underground fuel tank is located approximately one
mile north of the alternative site (Envirostor 2010). Additionally, a Federal Superfund
Site is located east of Dogwood Road approximately half way between Keystone and
Harris Roads. The 0.6-acre contamination site underwent a preliminary assessment by
the EPA and has not been placed on the National Priorities List (Envirostor 2010). The
potential contaminants of concern include pesticides from rinse water and from wastes
from production (Envirostor 2010).

As discussed in the Waste Management section of this SA/DEIS, hazardous (estimated
at 2 cubic yards per week) and nonhazardous (estimated at 80 cubic yards per week)
solid and liquid wastes, including wastewater, would be generated at the SES Solar
Two project site during construction and operation of the solar power plant. Waste
would be recycled where practical and nonrecyclable waste would be deposited in a
Class Il landfill. The nearest waste disposal facilities that could potentially accept the
nonhazardous construction and operation wastes generated by the project are the
Imperial Solid Waste Site and the Allied Imperial Landfill in Imperial, California. The
remaining capacity for the disposal facilities are 184,000 cubic yards and 2.1 million
cubic yards respectively. Additional disposal facilities are located in proximity to the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site.

The hazardous waste generated during project construction could include waste paint,
spent construction solvents, waste cleaners, waste oil, oily rags, waste batteries, and
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spent welding materials. (SES 2008a). The two Class | landfills that accept hazardous
wastes in California are the Clean Harbor Landfill (Buttonwillow) in Kern County and the
Chemical Waste Management Landfill (Kettleman Hills) in Kings County (SES 2008a).
The Kettleman Hills facility also accepts Class Il and Class Il wastes. In total, there is in
excess of 11 million cubic yards of remaining hazardous waste disposal capacity at
these landfills, with approximately 30 years of remaining operating lifetimes (SES 2008a).

Environmental Impacts. Construction at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would
require excavation of fill material that underlies the site similar to that of the proposed
project. Both nonhazardous and hazardous wastes would be created by the construction
of the 750 MW Solar Two project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site in similar
guantities as at the proposed site and would be disposed of at appropriate facilities. The
applicant would be required to obtain a unique hazardous waste generator identification
number for the site prior to starting construction and would be required to comply with
Conditions of Certification similar to those identified for the proposed site. The project at
either the SES Solar Two or Mesquite Lake Alternative sites would produce minimal
maintenance and plant wastes.

All nonhazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent possible, and nonrecyclable
wastes would be regularly transported off site to a local solid waste disposal facility.
Generation plant wastes include oily rags, broken and rusted metal and machine parts,
defective or broken electrical materials, empty containers, and other miscellaneous solid
wastes, including the typical refuse generated by workers. All construction and operation
activities would need to be conducted in compliance with regulations pertaining to the
appropriate management of wastes. The total amount of nonhazardous waste
generated from the project is estimated to be 80 cubic yards of solid waste per week
from construction, and approximately 10 cubic yards per week from operation. The
disposal of the solid wastes generated by the SES Solar Two facility can occur without
significantly impacting the capacity or remaining life of any of the probable disposal
facilities that would be used.

Like nonhazardous wastes, hazardous wastes would be recycled to the extent possible.
The 2 cubic yards per week of hazardous waste from the SES Solar Two site requiring
off-site disposal would be far less than staff's threshold of significance and would
therefore not significantly impact the capacity or remaining life of the Class | waste
facilities. Similar to the proposed SES Solar Two project, the 750 MW project at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site would need to implement a comprehensive program to
manage hazardous wastes and obtain a hazardous waste generator identification
number (required by law for any generator of hazardous wastes).

Comparison to Proposed Project. The environmental impacts of waste disposal at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be similar to those at the proposed SES Solar Two
site at Plaster City. However, the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be closer to the
Imperial Solid Waste Site and the Allied Imperial Landfill than the proposed site.

Worker Safety and Fire Protection

Environmental Setting. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be located within an
area that is currently primarily agricultural. The area is currently served by the Imperial
County Fire Department located at the airport in the City of Imperial, approximately two

ALTERNATIVES B.2-44 February 2010



miles south of the site. Mutual aid service for police and fire emergencies is available
from Brawley and El Centro. The Worker Safety and Fire Protection section in this
SA/EIR provides more information regarding the Imperial County Fire Department. The
fire risks of this alternative site would be similar to those of the proposed Plaster City
site as both have desert conditions and both sites are adjacent to heavily used
transportation corridors.

Environmental Impacts. A solar plant at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would
require a Project Demolition and Construction Injury and lliness Prevention Program
and a Project Operations Safety and Health Program in order to ensure adequate levels
of industrial safety. The applicant would also be required to provide safety and health
programs for project construction, operation, and maintenance, similar to the requirements
for the proposed project site. The Imperial County Fire Department would be contacted
to assure that the level of staffing, equipment, and response time for fire services and
emergency medical services are adequate.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The environmental impact of worker safety and fire
protection at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be similar to that at the proposed
Plaster City site.

Engineering Assessment for Mesquite Lake Alternative

Facility Design

The design of a 750 MW project at the Mesquite Lake Alternative would be similar to
that of SES Solar Two at the proposed project Plaster City site. The project design at
the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would have to avoid some existing structures and
proposed projects; however, it would not be constrained by the desert washes like the
Plaster City site. Staff-recommended measures may be appropriate to ensure compliance
with engineering laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards applicable to the design
and construction of the project.

Geology, Paleontology and Minerals

Environmental Setting. The Cahuilla Lake Beds underlie the Mesquite Lake Alternative.
The Cahuilla Lake Beds are generally composed of thinly bedded, poorly sorted, fine-
grained, light grayish-brown fluvial sediments intervening with a lacustrine sequence of
tan and gray fossiliferous clay, silt, sand, and gravel. These sediments are widespread
and were deposited during the last seven high stands of the ancient Lake Cahuilla,
believed to have existed intermittently from 270 years ago to at least 6,000 years ago.
Fossil remains discovered in the Cahuilla Lake Beds include freshwater diatoms, sponges,
terrestrial plants, mollusks, fish, ostracodes, and small terrestrial vertebrates. The
Cahuilla Lake Beds are determined to have a high potential for paleontological resources
(CPUC 2008b).

The Imperial Fault passes through Mesquite Lake, generally on a north-south alignment.
In accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (Chapter 7.5 of
Division 2, California Public Resources Code), the Office of the State Geologist has
delineated Special Study Zones, which encompass potentially and recently active traces
of major faults, including the Imperial Fault (Imperial County 2006).
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The Imperial Valley, including the Mesquite Lake region, experiences natural subsidence
at a rate of nearly two inches per year at the center of the Salton Sea and decreasing
toward zero near the United States/Mexico border (Imperial County 2006). This includes
gradual, local settling of the earth’s surface with little or no horizontal motion. It is
generally uniform but local depressions have formed such as the Mesquite Sink (Imperial
County 2006).

The Salton Trough is an area underlain with geothermal water of sufficient temperature
to be suitable for electrical generation. The Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area is included
in the South Brawley Known Geothermal Resource Area, encompassing approximately
12,640 acres (Imperial County 2006).

There are no known mineral resources at the site.

Environmental Impacts. Seismic ground shaking is probable at the alternative site
because the Imperial Fault crosses that site. The severity and frequency of ground
shaking associated with earthquake activity at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site is
higher than at the proposed Plaster City site. As such, more stringent design criteria
may be required for the Mesquite Lake Alternative in accordance with a design-level
geotechnical report and California Building Code (2007) standards. Adequate design
parameters for the facility would need to be determined through a site-specific
evaluation by a Certified Engineering Geologist or Geotechnical Engineer. Impacts due
to seismic hazards and soil conditions, such as subsidence, would be addressed by
compliance with the requirements and design standards of the California Building Code.
The potential for liqguefaction exists in Imperial County in areas where relatively loose,
sandy soils exist with high groundwater levels during long duration, high seismic ground
shaking. There is potential for liquefaction along the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area
due to the occasional flooding of this region.

The paleontological sensitivity and potential to encounter significant paleontological
resources in Lake Cahuilla Beds at the alternative site is similar to that of the proposed
SES Solar Two site. Construction of the proposed project will include grading,
foundation excavation, utility trenching, and possibly drilled shafts. There exists the
probability of encountering paleontological resources. As with the Plaster City site, the
proposed Conditions of Certification are designed to substantially mitigate paleontological
resource impacts at either site.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is subject to a
greater risk of geologic hazards because of the stronger ground shaking and potential
for liquefaction. In addition, this area experiences subsidence and potential flooding.
Strong ground shaking could be effectively mitigated through facility design. The
potential to encounter geologic resources and significant paleontological resources at
the alternative site is similar to the Plaster City site. The Conditions of Certification
provided in the Geology, Paleontology and Minerals section in this SA/DEIS would be
applicable to the Mesquite Lake Alternative site.

Power Plant Efficiency

The plant configuration and Stirling Engine technology that would be employed at the
Mesquite Lake Alternative would be similar to the proposed SES Solar Two project,

ALTERNATIVES B.2-46 February 2010



which means it would result in similar consumption of fuel, and it would result in a
similar level of efficiency.

Power Plant Reliability

The plant configuration at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be similar to the
proposed SES Solar Two project, which means it would result in similar levels of
equipment availability. Plant maintainability, fuel and water availability, and reliability of
the plant in relation to natural hazards would each be similar at the Mesquite Lake
Alternative site to the proposed project.

Transmission System Engineering

As with the SES Solar Two site, the Mesquite Lake Alternative would interconnect with

the Imperial Valley Substation through a new 230 kV transmission line dedicated to this
project. As such, the transmission system evaluation for the Mesquite Lake Alternative

site would be similar to that of the SES Solar Two project at the Plaster City site.

Summary of Impacts — Mesquite Lake Alternative

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would have impacts similar to the proposed SES
Solar Two site at Plaster City for 11 of the 20 environmental and engineering resource
elements discussed above: air quality, hazardous materials, noise, public health,
socioeconomics, waste management, worker safety and fire protection, facility design,
power plant efficiency, power plant reliability, and transmission system engineering.

The SES Solar Two site is preferred over the Mesquite Lake Alternative site in three
resource elements: traffic and transportation; geology, paleontology and minerals; and
transmission line safety and nuisance. The Mesquite Lake Alternative site would require
a significantly longer transmission interconnection that would be adjacent to residences
in the City of Imperial for several miles.

The Mesquite Lake Alternative site is preferred over the proposed SES Solar Two site
at Plaster City for six resource elements: land use, recreation, soils and water, biology,
cultural resources, and visual resources. Impacts to biological and cultural resources
are anticipated to be reduced at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site compared to at the
SES Solar Two site because the Mesquite Lake Alternative site would be located on
disturbed land. This would lessen the amount of sensitive species habitat that would be
lost due to the construction of the project and would potentially lessen impacts to
cultural resources. However, without having completed detailed site surveys of biological
and cultural resources at the Mesquite Lake Alternative site, a detailed comparison is
not possible.

Finally, as stated above, the Mesquite Lake Specific Plan Area is made up of approxi-
mately 70 parcels with 52 land owners. Due to the number of parcels that would have to
be acquired, this alternative would make obtaining site control more challenging in
comparison to obtaining a right-of-way grant for use of BLM administered land at the
SES Solar Two site.
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B.2.7.2 AGRICULTURAL LANDS ALTERNATIVE

The proposed SES Solar Two project is described above. Multiple scoping comments
requested that an alternative site be considered on disturbed land, thereby lessening
the potential project impacts to the desert environment. Commenters also noted that
because the technology allows for distributed units, a contiguous site may not be
necessary.

The RETI Phase 2A Draft Final Maps (9/01/09) highlight the Imperial Valley as a location
of disturbed land with solar potential. A large amount of disturbed land occurs in the
Imperial County; however, the majority of this land is active and viable farmland. In
order to avoid impacting active agricultural land, no longer productive land or land that
would not be economically viable for agriculture was considered. This land must also
achieve most of the site selection criteria defined by SES and provided earlier in this
section.

Local agencies were contacted in the Imperial County region and a representative of the
Imperial Irrigation District (IID) Real Estate Division stated that land just west of the
Westside Canal had been used for agricultural purposes in the past but that it was no
longer economically viable for agricultural uses. As such, approximately 1,700 acres of
this land had been put up for sale (Kelley 2009; confirmed by site visit August 2009).

Additionally, the IID advertised a surplus land sale in November 2009 that included up
to 2,900 acres of agricultural land near the United States/Mexico border. This land, the
Border Properties, had been advertised as “currently income producing agricultural use,
but has excellent potential for renewable energy development or other commercial/
industrial use” (11D 2008). Bidding on the Border Properties closed on November 12,
2009. No additional information regarding the sale has been published by the I1ID.

This land would be within the Sonoran desert with appropriate slope and solarity
requirements and would consist of nine ranches and twenty-three parcels. The land
would be located approximately seven miles west of Calexico, adjacent to the Wisteria
and Wormwood Canals.

Alternatives Figure 4 shows the Agricultural Lands Alternative sites. This alternative is
made up of seven separate and unconnected parcels totaling 4,600 acres. The total
acreage of the components of this alternative is 1,450 acres smaller than that of the
proposed Plaster City site. As stated above, approximately 3,000 acres of the Plaster
City site would be graded for the SES Solar Two project, including access roads, and
infrastructure (SES 2008a). While it is assumed that additional acreage would be
required for project design and to avoid shading, the exact acreage requirements are
unknown at this time. If the project were not able to be constructed on 4,600 acres, the
Agricultural Lands Alternative site considered here would not meet the project require-
ments and a combination of two alternative sites would be necessary. This would
increase the cost of the project due to the need for additional infrastructure (transmission,
water, etc.).

Because the parcels are not contiguous, the individual site areas in this alternative were
numbered, as shown on the figure, to facilitate their description and analysis. Non-
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contiguous parcels are considered to be viable as part of the Agricultural Lands Alternative
because the SES project defines construction of separate groups of SunCatchers.

Parcel BL-1 contains approximately 1,700 acres and is located east of the proposed
SES Solar Two site, and west of the Westside Main Canal, both north and south of I-8.
Parcels BL-2, BL-3, BL-4, BL-5, BL-6 and BL-7 comprise approximately 2,900 acres just
north of the United States/Mexico Border. Because this alternative would not be on
contiguous land parcels, additional major equipment, transmission lines and substations,
would be required for this alternative, increasing the cost of the project.

The BL-1 parcel is located on private land, north and south of Interstate 8 (I-8), approx-
imately 0.5 mile south of the Ewan Hewes Highway. Property BL-1 has appropriate
insolation and minimal slope and has been previously graded for agriculture. The
elevation of the site is between sea level and 20 feet below sea level. The site would be
accessed via I-8 at the Dunaway Road exit. There are no structures on this land although
a windbreak of trees has been planted on the western side of the property.

Parcels BL-2 through BL-7 are located on private land north and south of Highway 98.
BL-2, BL-3, and BL-4 would be accessed via Drew Road; BL-5 and BL-7 would be
accessed via Brockman Road; BL-6 would be accessed via George Road. No structures
are located on this land although there are some rural residences and farm structures
adjacent to the land. This land is actively farmed.

Within the seven parcel groups identified on Alternatives Figure 4, the Agricultural
Lands sites would be made up of approximately 25 separate parcels with two or three
land owners. The Final Phase 2a Report published by the Renewable Energy Trans-
mission Initiative (RETI) and updated in September 2009 identified private land areas
for solar development only if there were no more than 20 owners in a two-square-mile
(1,280-acre) area.

Parcel BL-1 is located immediately west of the 11D Westside Canal and BL-2 through
BL-7 are located east of the IID Westside Canal and west of the Wisteria Canal. Parcels
BL-4 and BL-5 are traversed by the Greeson Wash. In order to avoid impacts to the
wash, permanent structures (the SunCatchers) would not be allowed to be placed within
the wash. Additionally, transmission crossings below the existing grade would have
temporary impacts and road crossings would be designed to have minimal impacts.
Minimal impacts means that arch crossings, bottomless culverts, or bridges would be
used that allow full conveyance of hydrology and sediment and if necessary wildlife
movement along this wash. All of the Agricultural Lands parcels have supported
agricultural operations in the past, and many are currently in agricultural production.

Transmission Interconnection. The Agriculture Lands Alternative would require two
separate transmission interconnections because the parcels are separated by about six
miles. The existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) 500 kV transmission line passes
between the two groups of parcels, providing a major corridor that could be used for this
alternative.
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The transmission interconnection for Parcel BL-1 would exit the parcel along the
southwest corner and parallel the existing Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) corridor
southeast for approximately 4.5 miles to reach the Imperial Valley Substation.

Parcels BL-2, BL-3, and BL-4 are contiguous and could share transmission facilities.
Parcels BL-5, BL-6, and BL-7 are approximately 1 to 1.5 miles from those contiguous
parcels. For purposes of the analysis, it is assumed that one 230 kV substation would
be required on the north side of Parcel BL-2. Parcels BL-5, BL-6, and BL-7 would
interconnect with Parcel BL-2 at a lower voltage. The 230 kV transmission interconnection
would exit the new substation and head north for approximately 0.75 mile to reach the
existing SWPL corridor. Here the 230 kV line would head west for approximately 1.75
miles to reach the Imperial Valley Substation. Because the alternative would likely
require two interconnections with the Imperial Valley Substation (one for parcel BL-1
and one for parcels BL-2 through BL-7), it is possible that the transmission lines could
be at a voltage lower than 230 kV.

Environmental and Engineering Assessment of the Agricultural Lands Alternative

Air Quality

Environmental Setting. Each local air quality district in California establishes its own
significance criteria for environmental review of projects based on the specific conditions
within each air basin. The Agricultural Lands Alternative site is located within the Salton
Sea Air Basin, regulated by the Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD).
The Agricultural Lands Alternative would be located approximately seven miles from
Calexico and two miles from the U.S./Mexico border. The California-Mexico border
region is characterized by air quality conditions that tend to be worse than elsewhere in
the County. Imperial County (Calexico) persistently violates ambient air quality
standards for PM10 and CO. Calexico is the only area of the State that does not meet
the CO standards, apparently due to motor vehicle emissions and pollution transported
from Mexico (CARB, 2006a). More specific information regarding the Salton Sea Air
Basin and ICAPCD can be found in the Air Quality section of this SA/DEIS.

Environmental Impacts. Air quality impacts would principally consist of exhaust
emissions from heavy-duty diesel and gasoline-powered construction equipment (e.g.,
ozone precursors, NOx and VOC,; other criteria pollutants, such as CO and PM10; and
toxic diesel particulate matter emissions) and fugitive particulate matter (dust) from travel
on unpaved surfaces. These emissions are described in the Air Quality section for the
proposed project and would be essentially the same at any site.

Exhaust emissions would also be caused by workers commuting to and from the work
sites, from trucks hauling equipment and supplies to the sites, and crew trucks (e.qg.,
derrick trucks, bucket trucks, pickups). Because of the remoteness of the site, workers
and trucks hauling equipment and supplies would have to commute 15 miles (to El
Centro) or 120 miles (to San Diego) to reach the Agricultural Lands Alternative site.

Emissions from the construction and operation of a 750 MW solar project at the
Agricultural Lands Alternative site would need to be controlled to satisfy the air permitting
requirements of the ICAPCD. As such, construction and operation of the SES Solar Two
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project at the Agricultural Lands Alternative would be subject to permit requirements,
and it would require Energy Commission mitigation, similar to that of the proposed
project, to avoid significant air quality impacts. Appropriate mitigation at the Agricultural
Lands Alternative site would likely involve similar, locally oriented recommendations
such as the Conditions of Certification presented in the Air Quality section of this
SA/DEIS to reduce PM10 and CO impacts.

Comparison to Proposed Project. The construction and operation emissions resulting
from building a 750 MW solar power plant at the Agricultural Lands Alternative site
would be similar to the construction emissions for the SES Solar Two project at the
proposed location. Both the Agricultural Lands Alternative site and the SES Solar Two
site are located in somewhat remote areas with the potential for commuting from 20 to
120 miles, or local camping. Assuming implementation of similar Conditions of
Certification, operational emissions from the Agricultural Lands Alternative site would be
similar to those of the proposed SES Solar Two site.

Biological Resources

Environmental Setting. Imperial Valley is located in the Colorado Desert bioregion,
encompassing all of Imperial County, the southeastern portion of Riverside County, the
eastern end of San Bernardino County, and the eastern portion of San Diego County. This
agriculturally rich bioregion is semi-arid and heavily irrigated (California Environmental
Resources Evaluation System [CERES] 2009).

The Colorado Desert is the western extension of the Sonoran desert, which covers
southern Arizona and northwestern Mexico. Much of the Colorado Desert land lies
below 1,000 feet in elevation. Mountain peaks rarely exceed 3,000 feet. Common
habitats include sandy desert, scrub, palm oasis, and desert wash. Summers are hot and
dry, and winters are cool and moist (CERES 2009).

The Colorado Desert supports a diverse array of plant and wildlife species including the
Yuma antelope, ground squirrels, white-winged doves, muskrats, southern mule deer,
coyotes, bobcats, and raccoons. Rare animals include desert pupfish, flat-tailed horned
lizard (FTHL), prairie falcon, Andrew's dune scarab beetle, Coachella Valley fringe-toed
lizard, Le Conte's thrasher, black-tailed gnatcatcher, and California leaf-nosed bat. Rare
plants include Orcutt's woody aster, Orocopia sage, foxtail cactus, Coachella Valley milk
vetch, and crown of thorns (CERES 2009).

The Agricultural Lands Alternative would be located on disturbed lands. Parcel BL-1
was used for agriculture until the cost of irrigation made this site no longer profitable.
BL-1 is located on Sonoran mixed salt desert scrub and Colorado desert wash scrub;
however, this is also considered disturbed non-native vegetation (SES 2009n; CPUC
2008). Parcels BL-2 though BL-7 are located on cultivated cropland and hay/pasture
land, with some desert riparian woodland adjacent to the washes and canals (SES
2009n).

The Westside Main Canal runs north-south along the east side of BL-1 and further
south along the west sides of BL-2 and BL-3. Greeson Wash cuts diagonally through
BL-4 and BL-5, while the Wistaria Canal crosses BL-6. The All American Canal parallels
the south side of BL-7. BL-1 is just north of the BLM’s Yuha Basin Area of Critical
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Environmental Concern (ACEC), which was established to conserve the flat-tailed
horned lizard. The remaining parcels (BL-2 through BL-7) are surrounded by agricultural
lands. Several bee boxes were observed on BL-1, which also is used by ORVSs.

This alternative consists almost entirely of active and fallow agricultural lands, interspersed
with irrigation canals and desert washes. BL-1 supports limited areas of Sonoran desert
scrub, dominated by widely spaced creosote bush and four-wing saltbush (Atriplex
canescens). A few small stands of desert dry wash woodland dominated by smoke tree
(Psorothamnus spinosus) occur in the west-central portion of BL-1 in association with a
small wash. Although subject to historical agricultural uses, BL-1 has remained fallow
for at least a few years and native habitat is recovering.

The remaining parcels, BL-2 through BL-7, are active agricultural lands with little or no
native habitat. BL-2, BL-3, BL-6, and BL-7 consist entirely of agricultural lands. BL-4
supports tamarisk/disturbed riparian scrub along the Greeson Wash. Undeveloped lands
also occur along Greeson Wash through BL-5, but are disturbed and sparsely vegetated.

A total of five washes are thought to occur on site; access to this site was restricted to
public roads, thus aerial interpretation was used to identify washes. All of these washes
are jurisdictional to CDFG and likely to the Corps as well. In addition, the irrigation
canals on site are potentially jurisdictional to the Corps and CDFG.

A reconnaissance survey of the Agricultural Lands Alternative was conducted in
December 2009 (see the Mesquite Lake biological analysis for details of the survey
procedure). Species detected on site include harvester ants (Pogonomyrmex sp.),
desert cottontail, coyote, American kestrel, Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), European
starling (Sturnus vulgaris), western meadowlark, Gambel’s qualil, cattle egret (Bubulcus
ibis), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), northern harrier, and burrowing owl.
Numerous small rodent burrows also were observed in areas with native vegetation or
fallow agriculture, as well as in disturbed habitat adjacent to canals. Riparian scrub
areas along Greeson Wash provide nesting/foraging habitat for birds.

The Agricultural Lands Alternative would be located on sites that support burrowing owl
and FTHL (SES 2009n). BL-1 is north of the Yuha Basin ACEC and provides additional
potential habitat for flat-tailed horned lizard and other wildlife known from the ACEC,
although 1-8 acts as a barrier to wildlife movement between the northern and southern
portions of this parcel. However, wildlife are able to cross below the interstate on a dirt
road adjacent to the Westside Main Canal along the eastern boundary of BL-1.

Alternatives Table 4 lists sensitive species on and in the vicinity of the Agricultural
Lands Alternative site.

Alternatives Table 4
California Natural Diversity Database Records for Sensitive Species
Within Five Miles of the Agricultural Lands Alternative Sites

Occurrence Within 5 Miles
Status of Agricultural Lands
Common Name / Scientific Name | State/Fed/CNPS/BLM Alternative Site
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Occurrence Within 5 Miles

Status of Agricultural Lands
Common Name / Scientific Name | State/Fed/CNPS/BLM Alternative Site
Chaparral sand verbena --/--/L1B/-- Occurs approximately 5 miles east
Abronia villosa var. Aurita of Parcel BL-1.
Brown turbans -[--IL2/ Occurs approximately 1.5 miles
Malperia tenuis southwest of Parcel BL-3.
Pink fairy-duster --[--12.3/-- Occurs within a 5-mile radius
Calliandra eriophylla southwest of Parcel BL-2 and BL-3

site.

Hairy stickleaf --[--IL2/[-- Occurs within a 1-mile radius of
Mentzelia hirsutissima Parcel BL-4.
Abrams’ spurge -[--12.2/-- Occurs 5 miles northeast of Parcel
Chamaesyce abramsiana BL-6.
Annual rock-nettle --[--12.2/-- Occurs on Parcel BL-3 and BL-5.
Eucnide rupestris
Baja California ipomopsis -/--12.1/-- Occurs within a 5-mile radius
Ipomopsis effusa southwest of Parcel BL-2 and BL-3.
Le Conte's thrasher SSC/BSS/S Occurs 2 miles west of Parcel BL-1.

Toxostoma lecontei lecontei

Flat-tailed horned lizard
Phrynosoma mcallii

SSC/--I--IBLMS

Occurs on Parcel BL-3 and BL-5 a